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PREFACE 

How rulers and statesmen have used or ought to use their 
powers, particularly in the sphere of foreign affcurs, isthe cen- 
tral theme of the studies collected in this volume. With one 
exception they have been previously published, though not 
all in their present form. My thanks are due to the editors, 
publishers and societies who have generously given permission 

FrancthGerman Relations , 1870-1914, is a revised and 
enlarged version of the Creighton Lecture delivered in 19a}. 
Published in the same year and reprinted in 1918, it has been 
out of print since Paternoster Row went up in flames in 
December 1940. The Diplomatic Background of the First World 
War, an attempt to summarise the voluminous evidence of 
recent years on the development of die European situa- 
tion after 1871, is new, as are the conversations with two 

German ex-Foreign Ministers, Kflhlmann and Jagow, which are 

appended to it. British Policy before the War in the Light of the 
Archives, an address delivered at Cha th a m House in October 

International Affairs , January 

occasione 


? 

:d 


by the completion of British Documents on the 
Origins of the War, edited by Gooch and Temperley. The 
appended conversation with Lord Grey took puce early in 
1929, when the writer was preparing two lectures on his 
foreign policy for the Hochschule fur Politik at Berlin. 
Portions of Prince Bulm and bis Memoirs appeared in the 
Contemporary Review, December 1930, and February 1931, 
and in History, July, 1933. Kiderlen-WScbter, The Man of Agadir , 
is expanded from an article in The Cambridge Historical Journal, 
1936. British and Foreigp Policy , 1919-1939, is an expansion and 
continuation of a brochure published by G. Bell and Sons for 
the Historical Association in 1936 : it appeared in its present 
form in the Contemporary Renew, October 1940-May 1941. 
Political Autobiography grew out of an address delivered to the 
Royal Society of Literature in 1936 and published in its 
Transactions, Vol. XV. It began to appear in its enlarged form 
in the Contemporary Review, November 1941. The French 
Revolution as a World Force was delivered at the fourth of the 
Unity History Schools, held at Birmingham in 1920. It was 
published by the Oxford University Press in the volume of 
addresses on that occasion entitled The Evolution of 










PREFACE 


vi 

Peate, edited by Dr. F. S. Marvin, of which a cheap edition 
appeared in 1933. Politics and Morals, the Merttens Lecture for 
193 5, a discussion of the problem of raison d'itat raised by the 
Marhing of Machiavelli and his disciples, was published by the 
Hogarth Press in the Day to Day Pamphlets. The Europe of 
193 5 has been swept away, but readers can bring the survey up 
to date for themselves. Hobbes and the Absolute State, delivered 
in 1940 as the annual lecture on a Master Mind at the rooms of 
the British Academy, was published as a brochure by the 
Oxford University Press and included in Vol. XXV of its 
Proceedings. Its relevance to an Age of Dictatorships does not 
need to be pointed out 

G.P.G. 
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FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

I 

T HE war of 1870, though contrived by Bismarck, was 
begun by Napoleon IE, and defeated France had to pay 
his debts. The military hegemony of Europe passed from 
Paris to Berlin, but in the moment of victory the Iron Chan- 
cellor committed the greatest mistake of his life. After vetoing 
the annexation of Austrian territory in 1866 and thereby 
rendering possible a speedy reconciliation, he allowed the 
soldiers to have their way in 1871. “After this war,” he 
declared on the morrow of Sedan, “ we must expect another 
aggression, not a durable peace, whatever conditions we 
impose. France will consider any peace a truce, and will try 
to avenge her defeat directly she feels strong enough, alone or 
with allies.” Outside France the annexation of Alsace and a 
portion of Lorraine was generally regarded as the natural 
punishment of the Power which had declared war and had been 
beaten. Where is the nation which, with bitter memories like 
those of the invasions of Louis XIV and Napoleon, would 
have returned empty-handed from a sanguinary struggle, and 
would have left in the possession of its defeated enemy rich 
territories which had formed part of its own vanished empire ? 
If France had won, she would doubtless have annexed part of 
the Rhineland. It is a crime to transfer masses of human 
beings from one allegiance to another against their will, but 
amputation is the common practice of conquerors. The peace- 
makers of 1 9 1 9 had no title to cast stones at the peace-makers 
of 1871 : both alike built for the day, not for the morrow. 

Bismarck was dimly aware of the unwisdom of the settle- 
ment which he was called upon to sanction. “ I did not want 
too many Frenchmen in my house,” he exclaimed. “ Per- 
sonally I was opposed to the annexation of Lorraine,” he 
confessed to a French diplomatist, “ but the military influences 
were too strong.” His plan, which received the weighty 
approval of the Grand Duke of Baden, was to content himself 
with Alsace, to dismantle Met2, and to exact a larger indemnity; 
and it was a calamity for France, for Germany and for the 
world that it was not adopted. Perhaps he could not have 
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got his way, for the Generals even resented leaving Belfort 
to France. But he never fought for his policy, and he deserves 
graver condemnation for die neglect of the imponderabilia 
than the soldiers whose horizon was bounded by strategical 
considerations. It is possible that Alsace, German in blood 
and language, might gradually have been reconciled by 
admission to the federal empire on equal terms with Baden and 
other South German states . Lorraine, on the other hand, was 
bound to prove as indigestible as Posen, and Germany, 
efficient, but heavy-handed and unimaginative, never learned 
how to win the allegiance of racial minorities. 

France never accepted the situation. 1 The thirty-six depu- 
ties of the lost provinces in the Bordeaux National Assembly 
unanimously protested against the cession, and 50,000 inhabi- 
tants left their homes within the year allowed for option. A far 
larger number followed later, particularly from Lorraine, 
until nearly a third had gone. The story of Franco-German 
relations since 1871 is mainly the record of France’s endeavour 
to regain her lost territories and of Germany’s attempt to 
retain them. The one remembered the aggression of 1870, the 
other the setdement of 1871, and the writers of school-books 
in both countries took good care that the children should 
inherit the passions of their elders. The statue of Strassburg 
in the Place de la Concorde was draped in black. There was no 
finality about the setdement, for the provinces which had been 
won by the sword might be lost in the next encounter. Family 
and business ties were severed, French propaganda was active, 
and the excellence of German administration evoked no 
gratitude. There were pauses between the rounds, but the 
wrestlers never left the arena. Each of them sought and found 
allies, until almost the whole of Europe was involved in their 
vendetta. 

While Bismarck kept France in quarantine by alliances or 
understandings with other Powers, the French rebuilt the 
fabric of their national life with unexpected rapidity. In no 
responsible quarter was there a notion of challenging Germany 
to another conflict for a long time to come. “ The revanche ,” 
writes Rend Pinon, “ was the natural and spontaneous reactioh-, 
the appeal to the future, arising from the abuse of force. It 
lived as a sacred ideal in the soul of the nation, but has never 
been part of the Government programme.” France had to 

1 See Linnebach, Deutschland als Sieger im beset^ten Fnmkreicb, 1871-3, *nd 
Henfeld, Deutschland u. das gescbJagene Frankrtifb, 1871-3. 
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nav the indemnity, terminate the occupation, frame a constitu- 
tion restore her finances, reform her army and find an ally 
before she could make fresh plans ; but the tradition of les 
frontieres nature l les, inherited from the Monarchy, the Revolu- 
tion and Napoleon, lived on. “ Our policy is peace, declared 
Thiers * “ a reorganized France will always be necessary to 
Europe.” The gospel of work was to restore her strength, 
her prosperity and her self-respect. One of the chief lessons o 
history is the resilience of nations. The transition from war to 
peace was eased by the conciliatory methods of Manteuffel, the 
Commander-in-Chief of the army of occupation. 

The Monarchists possessed a majority in the f ^ en ^ h 
Assembly, but they were divided. The future lay with the 
Republicans, whose leader, in peace and in war, was Gambetta. 
The first President could be none other than the veteran 
Thiers, but it was the hero of the National Defence who 
represented France to herself and to the world. Perhaps in his 
own good time, it was whispered, in some manner then 
undreamed of, he might be able to win back the provinces. 
By tongue and pen he kept courage and hope alive. He 
founded a journal, La Ripuhliqne Fran false, as “ a tribune from 
which the appeal for our rights and our ravished provinces 
may be made before Europe day by day. France is at the 
mercy of Germany. We are in a state of latent war \ neither 
peace nor liberty nor progress is possible.” France, he pro- 
claimed in a celebrated speech at St. Quentin, must resume her 
role in the world. “ Let us not speak of the foreigner, but let 
him be ever in our thoughts. Alors vous serez sur le chemin 
de la revanche.” “ Bismarck,” he wrote with piercing fore- 
sight, “ has transformed a divided and impotent Germany into 
a great, disciplined and powerful empire, but the annexation 
of Alsace-Lorraine is the death-germ of his work. In such an 
advanced civilization moral conquest never follows material 
conquest. Till they have repaired their error no one will lay 
down his arms. The peace of the world will remain at the 
mercy of an incident.” 

Next to the great tribune Paul D6roulfede was the most 
popular man in France. Enlisting as a private in 1870 he had 
been wounded, taken prisoner at Sedan, escaped, rejoined the 
French forces, and fought to the end of the campaign. In 1872 
he published a little volume entitled Chants du Soldat , which, 
like the Nouveaux Chants three years later, were hummed by 
young conscripts at their work as Komer’s stirring lyrics had 
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been sung in Germany sixty years earlier. His songs, with 
their simple vocabulary and obvious rhymes, printed in pocket 
editions for a few sous and in illustrated editions for a few 
francs, sold by scores of thousands and fostered the moral 
convalescence of France. The opening poem of the first 
volume was entitled 

Vive La France 

Oui, Fran^ais, c’est un sang vivace que le v6tre I 
Les tombes de vos fils sont pleines de heros. 

Mais, sur le sol sanglant ou le vainqueur se vautre, 

Tous vos fils, O Franjais, ne sont pas aux tombeaux. 


Et la revanche doit venir, lente peut-£tre, 
Mais en tout cas fatale, et terrible a coup sur ; 
La haine est deja nee, et la force va naltre : 
C’est au faucheur k voir si le champ n’est pas 



Perhaps the most popular of the series was the salute to the 
poilu. 

Dans la France, que tout divise, 

Quel Fran^ais a pris pour devise 
Chacun pour tous, tous pour 1’ lit at ? 

Le Soldat. 


Dans nos heures d’indifferencc, 

Qui garde au cceur une espdrance 
Que tout heurte et que rien n’abat ? 

Le Soldat. 

Qui fait le guet quand tout sommeille ? 
Quand tout est en peril, qui veille ? 

Qui souffre, qui meurt, qui combat ? 

Le Soldat. 


O role immense 1 O tache sainte I 
Marchant sans cris, tombant sans plainte, 

Qui travaille a notre rachat ? 

Le Soldat. 

Et sur la tombe obscure et fiere, 

Pour recompense et pour priere, 

Que voudrait-il que 1’on gravat ? 

Un Soldat. 

The few Frenchmen who accepted the situation were re- 
garded with angry contempt. When the Alsatian Scheurer- 
Kestner, then a young man, visited Gr£vy, the first President 
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of the Chamber, he received an unwelcome homily.* “ My 
children, it is grievous to have lost one s country ; but the 
regime which weighed so long on France could only leave 
disaster behind. I know you are for war. I tell you, who 
voted against the peace— France must not think of war. She 
must renounce Alsace. The tears rolled down our cheeks. 
The President took us by the hand and added. Do not believe 
the madmen who tell you the contrary, and who are the cause 
of our troubles being increased by a hopeless struggle. Re- 
senting the reference to Gambetta we went away broken- 
hearted, as if an evil genius had taken from us the remainder 
of our courage. That day I took Gravy’s measure. Since 
then I have only had official relations with him.” Gr£vy, 
however, never ventured to say in public what he said in 
private, and no French Minister of the Third Republic ever 
dared to accept the Treaty of Frankfurt except under protest. 

Bismarck had no illusions. When the French Charge, 
in his first interview in August, 1871, expressed his confidence 
that relations would improve, the Chancellor replied that he 
was glad to hear such language but could not believe that 
France sincerely desired peace. “ I do not think you wish to 
break the truce now. You will pay the first two milliards, but 
in 1874, when the other three are due, you will fight us.” 
“ France,” added the Charge in reporting the conversation, “ is 
recovering too quickly. He thought that he had finished with 
her for twenty years at least, and he is becoming alarmed.” 
When Gontaut-Biron took up his duties at Berlin early in 
1872 he received a cordial welcome from the Emperor and 
Empress ; but the Chancellor, though at first polite, took no 
oains to hide his suspicion. The despatches of the first Am- 
bassador of the Republic depict a relationship of tension and 
protests in which each party suspected the other of designs to 
renew the struggle. 

Amim’s despatches from Paris were no less pessimistic. 
Thiers, he reported on May 6, 1872, desired a long peace, since 
France was not in a position to wage a new war. Later, when 
she had recovered her strength, declared the President, she 
would naturally seek compensation for her losses ; and if 
Germany were ever in difficulties with other Powers she would 
find her chance by bartering her aid if not by war. “ There 
can be no doubt,” wrote the Ambassador on October 3, 1872, 
“ that of the 3 8 million Frenchmen not one hundred thousand 

1 Souvenirs de J ernes se , 262^4. 
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regard the present frontier as permanent. The instinct for 
revenge, indeed, is so deep that they are insufficiently conscious 
of the unfavourable diplomatic and military situation to 
prevent them one day being suddenly carried away by their 
passions. The German Empire can no more co-exist with the 
France of to-day than Rome with Carthage.” Bismarck 
replied to these gloomy vaticinations that France was not 
dangerous without allies, that the Republic was much less 
likely to find friends than a monarchy, and therefore that the 
French Royalists should not be supported. “ The frankness 
with which hatred of Germany is proclaimed and encouraged 
by all parties,” he added on February 2, 187}, “ leaVes us in no 
doubt that any Government will regard the Revanche as its 
principal task. The only question is how long the French will 
need to organize their army or their alliances before they think 
they can resume the struggle. Directly that moment arrives 
the Government will be compelled to declare war on us.” 
The danger appeared to be increased in 1873 by the fall of 
Thiers, whom Bismarck liked, respected and trusted, for he had 
opposed the war of 1870. His successor was Marshal Mac- 
Mahon, distrusted by Bismarck as an Ultramontane, with the 
Orleanist Due de Broglie as Foreign Minister, which the 
Chancellor interpreted as a step towards a royalist restoration. 
When Amim, who favoured the French Royalists and had no 
love for Thiers, was recalled in 1874, Bismarck gave Hohen- 
lohe, his successor, the maxim for his guidance that France 
must not obtain sufficient strength at home or consideration 
abroad to secure allies. 

While the payment of the indemnity in two years instead of 
four and the consequential evacuation was an unwelcome 
surprise in Germany, the increase of the army and the refusal 
of public opinion to accept the Treaty of Frankfurt as anything 
more than a truce angered Bismarck and alarmed the military, 
authorities. In 1873, when some French Bishops indulged in 
violent comments on the May Laws and the Kulturkampj , the 
Chancellor decided that a sharp warning was needed. It was 
not enough that the Bishops were ordered by their Govern- 
ment to abstain from attacks, he declared to the French 
Ambassador : they must be punished. “ It is a question of our 
security. Your Bishops foment revolt in the empire, and that 
we cannot stand. If you allow these proceedings to continue, 
you will make war inevitable ; and we shall begin it before the 
clerical party gains power and declares war. That is why I 
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dislike your projects of restoring the monarchy. I mistrust 
the influence which your clericals would have on the Comte de 
Chambord.” The threat was repeated in the Norddeutsche 
Allgemeint Zeitung, which declared that from the moment 
France identified herself with Rome she would become the 
enemy of Germany, and that peace could not subsist with a 
France subject to the Vatican. “If France supports the 
Catholics in Germany,” he added ominously, “ I shall not wait 
till she is ready, as she will be in two years, but I shall seize a 
favourable opportunity.” Moltke declared in January, 1874, 
that another war was inevitable before many years, and Biilow, 
the Foreign Minister, warned the Ambassador that the repeti- 
tion of episcopal imprudences might lead to very grave com- 
plications. On February 10, 1874, Queen Victoria wrote to 
the Emperor William urging him to keep the peace despite 
French provocations, and received the reply, “ We shall not 

make war/’ 

The Bishops were muzzled though not punished, and the 
rest of 1874 passed without incident, except that in the first 
general election in Germany fourteen out of fifteen members 
from the Reichsland protested against the annexation, de- 
manded a plebiscite and left the Reichstag. The Chancellor 
had no desire to attack France, but he did not intend to allow 
another attack on Germany. “ We wish to keep the peace,” 
he observed in 1874 to Hohenlohe ; “ but if the French so 
order their preparations that in five years they will be ready 
and determined to strike, then in three years we shall begin 
war.” Since the Treaty of Frankfurt imposed no limit on 
French armaments he could only proceed by warnings and 
threats. 

Incensed by French intransigence Bismarck lashed out at 
the Francophils of the Rhine provinces. 1 The purpose of the 
annexation, he proclaimed in the Reichstag, was not to make 
them happy but to build a bastion against the everlasting 
irruptions of the French. “ We conquered these lands in a 
war of self-defence. Our soldiers shed their blood not for 
Alsace-Lorraine but for the German Reich, for its unity, for 
the defence of its frontiers. We took the lands in order that 
the French in their next attack, which God grant may be 
distant but which they are planning, should not have the 
Weissenburg salient to start from, but that we should have a 

1 Then an useful chapters on Alsace-Lorraine in Wahl, Deutsche Gescbicbte , 
1871-1914, especially voU. 1 and 4, cp. Schneegans, Mtmoim. 
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glacis on which we can defend ourselves before they reach the 
Rhine.” The Glacis speech of 1874 was grist to the mill of the 
French propagandists, who seized on it as a confession that 
Berlin had no interest in the happiness or welfare of the 
populations. Yet at this very moment the provinces were 
conceded a Diet of thirty members, in which the so-called 
Autonomists, led by Schneegans, a Strassburg journalist, for 
some years played an active though unpopular part. 

In 1875 the nerves of Europe received a formidable shock. 1 
At the end of February the Chancellor was informed that 
France was ordering a large number of cavalry horses in 
Germany, and, after forbidding their export, he wrote for 
explanations to Hohenlohe. The Ambassador replied that 
France had no present intention of war, but that all parties 
hoped to reconquer the provinces when she found allies. 
War was neither near nor distant : nobody could say. A few 
days later, on March 12, the French Chamber, outstripping the 
proposals of the Government, increased the battalions in a 
regiment from three to four. The German Staff calculated 
that the increase would be 144,000, which would make the 
French army larger than their own. “ This means an attack 
very shortly,” observed Moltke to the Belgian Minister ; “ we 
must not wait till they are ready.” Opinion was gen uin ely 
alarmed. “ Faites vous forts, tibs forts,” remarked Gortcha- 
koff to the French Ambassador. Bismarck, he added, saw the 
hand of France in everything. On April j the Kolnische Zeitmg 
expressed its fear of a Franco-Austrian alliance with the 
backing of the Pope and a clerical Monarchy in France. On 
April 8 the Post published an article headed “ Is War in sight ? ” 
which created the first dangerous crisis since 1871. War, it 
declared, was in sight, for France was preparing a war of 
revenge, but it was still possible that the clouds might disperse. 
It was widely believed that the article was inspired by the 
Chancellor ; but the supposition was unfounded, for it was 
written by Rossler on his own responsibility. Bismarck told 
Hohenlohe that he was surprised by the article, but he wel- 
comed it as calculated to awaken Germany to the danger and 
to frighten France. On April 11 the NorddtHtscbe Ai/gtmeim 
Zatmg declared that, though the fears of the Post in regard to 

1 J* V. Fuller, M The War- Scare of 1875," American Historical Kevicw, January 
1919, states the case against Bismarck. K. Herzfeld, Die Dextsch-fran^ojiscbe 
Rne&smfahr von 1875, and Rachfahl, Deutschland und die WtltptsUHk^ i, 45-76, 
defend him. The most illuminating discussion of a complicated problem is in the 
Ufe ef Lard Ode Rausell, ch. j, by Winifred Taft. 
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Austria and Italy were groundless, its anxieties about French 
armaments were correct. “ The burden is too heavy even for 
the richest country to bear for long,” added the semi-official 
organ ; “ they can only be preparations for the object which no 
delr eve can fail to see.” The Preussische Jahrbikher declared 

that arms must decide. 

On April 1 5 Gontaut-Biron, who had been away from Berlin, 
returned to his post and explained to the Foreign Minister that 
the horses had not been ordered by the War Office, that the 
simultaneous reduction of the size of the battalion would reduce 
the increase of the army to about 30,000, and that there was no 
thought of attack. Biilow appeared to be satisfied ; and the 
same evening the Emperor, always since 1871 an influence for 
peace, meeting the French Military Attach^ at a reception, 
observed, “ On a voulu nous brouiller . . . Maintenant tout 
est termini, tout a fait termini” Unfortunately the danger was 
not over, for Gontaut-Biron learned from friends that Bis- 
marck was not yet pacified. “Von Krieg ist gar keine Rede,” 
he remarked to Lucius von Ballhausen on April 1 1 ; but on 
April 21 at a dinner at the British Embassy the French Ambassa- 
dor heard from the lips of Radowitz, a Foreign Office func- 
tionary, words which filled him with terror. When he com- 
plained of the German press campaign and spoke of the pacific 
intentions of France, Radowitz replied, “ Can you answer for 
the future ? France is bent on revenge. Why then should we 
wait till she is strong and has found allies ? ” Radowitz’s own 
official report of this conversation omits these words and 
suggests that he was merely explaining the ideas which found 
utterance in the German press. 1 The Ambassador, however, 
believed that he was expressing the views of the Chancellor, 
who had used very similar words, and feared that a preventive 
war might be launched at any moment. His report alarmed 
Decazes, the Foreign Minister, who forwarded a copy to the 
representatives of France abroad, with instructions to bring it 
to the notice of the Governments. At the same time he 
ordered the French Ambassador at St. Petersburg to appeal for 
a public promise by Russia to draw the sword in the event of a 
German attack. The Tsar had already told Le F 16 that there 
was no danger, and that, if there were to be, he would tell 
France himself. He now replied, “ I shall not draw the sword, 
nor will you.” He added that he was shortly to visit Berlin. 
Meanwhile Decazes explained to Hohenlohe that France did 

1 Dit Grout Poktik, i, 27J-7. 
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not want war and could not wage it. If Germany invaded 
French territory, he added, she would withdraw her troops 
without fighting. 

On May 5 the French Foreign Minister received a fresh 
shock, when Hohenlohe informed him of a despatch just 
received from the Wilhelmstrasse. The German Government, 
it declared, was not entirely convinced of the inoffensive 
character of French armaments, and the General Staff con- 
sidered war as the ultimate object of recent military measures. 
Decazes, fearing that the next step might be a demand for the 
reduction of the army, informed Blowitz of the situation, 
and on May 6 a despatch from its famous Paris Correspondent 
entitled “ A French Scare ” appeared in The Times, revealing 
the threats and arguing that Russia alone could prevent a 
conflict. The despatch aroused consternation throughout 
Europe ; but on the previous day Schuvaloff, the Russian 
Ambassador in London, had passed through Berlin and ex- 
plained to the Emperor and Bismarck his master’s attitude. 
On May 7 William I expressed a wish in writing that the 
offending German editors should be reproved for alarming 
Europe and destroying the gradual growth of confidence that 
peace would not be disturbed. Lord Derby instructed the 
British Ambassador at Berlin energetically to support Russian 
representations, and Andrassy, the Austro-Hungarian Foreign 
Minister, assured Russia of the approval of Austria. Annoyed 
at what he called British credulity Bismarck informed the 
British Ambassador that the project of a German attack was a 
legend ; and when the Tsar and Gortchakoff reached Berlin on 
May 11 they were met with peaceful assurances. The six 
weeks’ crisis was over. The French President wrote to thank 
the Tsar for his timely aid, and Decazes spoke cheerfully of the 
resurrection of Europe. 

That a preventive war was advocated by the army chiefs in 
Germany, and that cool observers like Lord Derby and Odo 
Russell believed in the danger, is beyond dispute ; but we 
cannot be certain what was in Bismarck’s mind. The Tsar 
believed that he invented the danger of a French attack in 
order to demonstrate the need of keeping him at the helm. 
The statement in his Reflections and Recollections that “ the 
myth of a German attack ” was a conspiracy against him 
engineered by Gontaut-Biron is ridiculous, but there is no 
ground for the belief that he had resolved to fight and was only 
restrained by the veto of Russia. If he had really desired to go 
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to war, he would have done so. “ Bismarck,” observed die 
TW Decazes, “ wants us to believe that he wishes for war, but 
fcdoes not wish for it himseE” He was however gravely 
md even neuroticaUy alarmed by die reports from his secret 
ients abroad. Though he did not share the bellicose views of 
Moltke he desired France to know that Germany was watching 
her very closely, and that she would be wise to abstain from 
military or diplomatic measures which pointed towards a 
renewal of the struggle. But a policy of intimidation may easily 
lead to war without actually intending it. His resentment 
aeainst Gortchakoff and Derby, and his fruitless request for 
the recall of Gontaut-Biron, showed that something had gone 
awry. The spectre of a coalition had appeared, and he was 
conscious that by playing with fire he had partially forfeited the 
confidence in him which Europe had begun to entertain. 
Everyone was asking apprehensively what he would do next. 
Gortchakoff acidly remarked to Lord Odo Russell that the 
Chancellor was suffering from nerves as a result of over- 
eating, over-drinking and over-working. It was certainly not 

his finest hour. - , 

The conflagration in the Balkans which began soon atter the 

war-scare of 1875 claimed Bismarck’s attention for the next 

three years and thereby diminished the tension in the West. 

He con tinu ed to dread the royalist movement in France, and 

feared that MacMahon’s clerical sympathies might lead him to 

attempt a coup. “ If the French Government can permanently 

free itself from clericalism,” he wrote to Hohenlohe in 1876, 

“ good relations would be easy and there would be less chance 

of the revanche.” He declined an invitation to take part in 

the exhibition planned for 1878, despite the desire of the 

Emperor and the Crown Prince to accept it. His fears seemed 

to be confirmed by the anti-Republican demonstration of May 

16, 1877, when the President dismissed the Ministry of Jules 

Simon and summoned the Royalist leader the Due de Broglie; 

and he observed that the France which stood behind Mac- 

Mahon would not be able to avoid war. There were two 

nations in France, he declared. The provinces were pacific 

and only wanted to work ; Paris, on the other hand, loved 

noise and conflict, and it was Paris which determined the 

character of the press. 
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A ditente began with the triumph of the Republicans in the 
French elections of December, 1877, which removed the fear 
of a clerico-monarchical restoration. The recall of Gontaut- 
Biron, with whom the Chancellor had hardly been on speaking 
terms since the crisis of 1875, was hailed by him as an olive 
branch, though his departure brought tears to the eyes of the 
aged Emperor. The appointment of the Comte de St. Vallier, 
who had established excellent relations with Manteuifel during 
the occupation of French territory, confirmed the favourable 
impression of the Dufaure Ministry and of Waddington, the 
new Foreign Minister. On February 4, 1878, the Ambassador 
reported that the members of the Bundesrath saw in his 
appointment “ a new era,” and the Chancellor showed himself 
particularly amiable in their first interview. An invitation to 
take part in the Congress of Berlin was accepted, and Bismarck 
went so far as to offer the presidency to Waddington, in whom 
he expressed the same complete confidence that he had felt for 
Thiers. Even in Alsace-Lorraine there was a slight temporary 
ditente. 

When Waddington learned during the Congress of Berlin 
that Great Britain had secured the occupation of Cyprus from 
Turkey, he told Beaconsfield that he must withdraw ; but 
Salisbury was ready with a solatium. “ You cannot leave 
Carthage in the hands of barbarians. Do what you like there.” 
The advice was supported by Bismarck, and on his return 
Waddington secured from Salisbury a written assurance of 
desinteressement in Tunis. No action was taken at the moment, 
but the conversations at Berlin opened a new chapter in Franco- 
German relations. In January, 1879, Bismarck invited St. 
Vallier, whom he described as “ notre drapeau de paix et 
d’entente,” to Friedrichsruh, where he urged the seizure of 
Tunis. “ I think that the pear is ripe and that it is time for you 
to gather it. I do not know if it tempts you, but I must 
repeat what I said last year to M. Waddington. My desire is 
to give you pledges of goodwill in matters which concern you 
and where German interests do not collide with yours. It is 
only fair, for I appreciate the efforts which he and you have 
made to restore confidence between our two countries. Neither 
the Emperor nor I want another war on our hands. I believe 
that the French people need some satisfaction for their amour- 
propre, and I sincerely desire to see them obtain what they 
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want in the Mediterranean, their natural sphere of expansion. 
The more success they find in that sphere the less will they be 
moved to assert their grievances against us.” When the 
Ambassador observed that he should report these words 
textually, the Chancellor replied that he would put them in 
writing if requested. It has often been argued that the object 
of his suggestion to take Tunis was to drive a wedge between 
France and Italy. He may have foreseen such a result, though 
he could not know in advance that France would seize the 
country without consulting or compensating her rival. His 
object was to diminish the tension which threatened the 
stability of his work. “ M. Waddington in office and you here 
are a pledge of peace and understanding.” 

The ditente bore fruit when the administration of the Rhine 
provinces was transferred to Strassburg. Field Marshal 
Manteuffel, the first Statthalter, was an admirable choice. 
la bon vieux, as he was called, once again showed his concilia- 
tory disposition. He liked the French and respected their 
intransigence. “ Je crains bien que nous avons fait une faute 
en gardant Metz,” he remarked to Gontaut-Biron. “ C’est Ik 
ce qui blesse les Fran9ais.” In his heart he despised Schneegans 
and other Autonomists, who, next to the German immigrants, 
were the chief bulwark of the Reich. If his native province 
of Pomerania had been lost, he confessed, he would never 
have recognized its finality. The Statthalter carried on his 
pacifying policy so far as he was permitted by Berlin. A 
Council of State was appointed, the powers of the Diet were 
enlarged, and Commissioners represented the interests of the 
provinces in the Bundesrat. It was hoped in some quarters 
that they might be transformed into a federal unit like Baden 
or Wurttemberg, but this had to wait for another thirty years. 
No gratitude was felt and none could be expected, for the 
hearts of the majority of the people were still French. At the 
moment when fresh responsibilities were entrusted to the 
inhabitants the Autonomist party, which had stood for co- 
operation with the Reich, collapsed under the burden of 
popular disfavour ; and Schneegans, its leader, had to leave 
Alsace and accept employment in the Consular service. 

“Thanks to Prince Bismarck and yourself,” wrote St. 
Vallier to Waddington in September 1879, “ great progress 
has been made during the year and a half I have been in 
Berlin. Our work will be completed when every Frenchman 
is certain, as I am certain, that Germany meditates neither 
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aggression nor invasion, and when every German is certain, as 
you are, that France dreams neither of revenge nor demands.” 
When Bismarck went to Vienna in the same month to make the 
Dual Alliance, he explained to the French Ambassador in 
that city that there was nothing to excite the apprehensions of 
France. “ The policy of moderation inaugurated by Thiers 
and henceforth faithfully pursued has gradually dissipated the 
prejudices arising from your form of government. M. de St. 
Vallier and I understand each other perfectly. The relations of 
our countries are excellent and I have no desire except to 
preserve and consolidate them.” In March 1880 the Emperor 
and Empress dined for the first time at the French Embassy. 
Despite these reassuring signs the Chancellor was always 
haunted by the possibility of a ’Blanche Ministry in France 
and a Franco-Russian alliance. 

The sun continued to shine, however feebly, for several 
years. When the Powers met at Madrid in 1880 to discuss 
commercial and other problems in Morocco, Bismarck 
instructed the German representative to follow the lead of his 
French colleague ; and when in 1881 France proceeded to 
establish a Protectorate over Tunis by force of arms, he afforded 
the moral support he had promised and received an expression 
of gratitude from Jules Ferry. The opening of a new phase of 
colonial expansion announced that she was prepared to resume 
her activities as a Great Power, and Bismarck frankly admitted 
his hopes that it would turn her thoughts from the lost pro- 
vinces. It was at this moment that Hohenlohe was instructed 
to convey to the Foreign Minister the Chancellor’s hope that 
France would one day realize that German friendship was of 
more value than a million inhabitants of Alsace and Lorraine. 
The message was received by Barthdlemy St. Hilaire with a 
smile but without comment. “ We desire the friendship of 
Germany, not her protection,” he wrote to St. Vallier. The 
statesmen of France naturally preferred smiles to frowns, but 
they were aware that there were limits to the Chancellor’s 
indulgence. “ Russia is inclined to a rapprochement,” ex- 
plained Waddington to Freycinet in handing over the reins in 
1879, “ but Bismarck has his eye on us. The menace of an 
alliance might decide him to open hostilities.” The velvet 
glove scarcely concealed the iron hand. “ He is guided not by 
petty ideas of hatred and rancour,” explained St. Vallier in 
1881, “ but by higher and more serious considerations, based 
on what he believes to be the interest of Germany. To attain 
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eoal namely the consolidation of his work, he would 
kdly co-operate with his foe of yesterday or break with a 
•ad.” I 11 a wor d Bismarck was a pure realist and he never 

pietended to be anything else. , 

* The dttente which began in 1877 was approved by the greatest 
of French citizens. Gambetta’s longing for the recovery of the 
provinces remained, but after the crisis of 187 j the possibility 
of winning them by negotiation occupied his thoughts. He 
was no longer the fou furieux he had seemed to Thiers. We can 
trace the evolution of his thought in his correspondence with 
Ranc and in the sparkling memoirs of his friend and hostess, 
Mme Adam. “ If by diplomacy we can avoid or at least 
postpone the conflict,” he wrote in September, 1875, “should 
we not try it? But how? Our colonies. Which is the best, to 
keep our distant possessions or our future generations? Let us 
face this cruel dilemma— the lives of young France or portions 
of our colonial territory. Ought we not to profit by the taste 
of Germany for colonies ? We have what they want. Is that 
not our chance ? ” The unfounded rumour that Bismarck was 
about to visit Paris for political conversations in December, 
1875, him with excitement. “ Must I stand aloof ? Is it 
really my duty as a Frenchman ? You know the dreams of a 
colonial future for his people, and his country is strong, 
perhaps invincible. Should we not avoid the noble but 
fruitless sacrifice of our young men whose death would en- 
feeble France for ever ? ” When Bismarck announced in 1 878 
t hat a Congress would meet at Berlin, Gambetta, after brief 
hesitation, favoured participation. “ We must profit by the 
rival ambitions to declare our legitimate demands and create an 
agreement.” His readiness to meet the monster, as he called 
him, had now grown into eagerness. At the end of 1877 
Count Henckel von Donnersmarck, returning to Paris where 
he had lived under the Second Empire, wrote to Bismarck, “ I 
guarantee to bring Gambetta to Varzin on a public or a private 
visit, whichever you prefer. He will propose to you a rap- 
prochement and collaboration with France.” The Chancellor 
evaded a reply ; but when the proposal was renewed in April 
1878, he accepted it, and a rendezvous was arranged for April 30 
at Berlin. At the last moment, however, Gambetta drew back. 
“ Man proposes, Parliament disposes,” he wrote to Henckel on 
April 18. “ When I readily accepted yesterday I did not allow 
for die unexpected. The questions relating to the Ministry 
of War have become increasingly important. I cannot abandon 
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my post. So I must postpone the execution of the plan.” 

The state of business was a pretext, for at the last moment 
Gambetta shirked the interview. It could only have led to 
disappointment, for, according to Blowitz, Bismarck told 
Holstein that he would have made it a condition that the pro- 
vinces should not be mentioned. The faithful Spuller, who 
detested the notion of a rapprochement, warned his beloved 
leader to be prudent, and the pourparlers were never resumed, 
though Gambetta continued his visits to Germany and to the 
end Bismarck desired to meet him. The French statesman 
persevered in the new path, and a common fdend encouraged 
him to hope for a change when the Crown Prince should come 
to the throne. Some of his friends turned their backs on the lost 
leader, among them Mme Adam, who founded La Nouvelle 
Kevue in 1879 to preach the revanche and the need of a Russian 
alliance. “ You follow your sentiments, I my reason,” he 
remarked to her in 1878 ; “ let each of us go his own way.” 
The revanche was merely a means to an end, the recovery of the 
provinces, and he had come to believe that it might ultimately 
be secured without a war, perhaps by an alliance with England 
and Russia. 

Gambetta continued to make speeches which suggested that 
another conflict was inevitable, and in Germany it was believed 
that his accession to power might be the signal for the attack. 
“ Les grandes reparations,” he declared in his celebrated speech 
at Cherbourg in 1880, “ peuvent sortir du droit. We or our 
children can hope for them, for the future is open to us all. It 
has been said that we have a passionate cult for the army. It is 
not the spirit of war which animates this cult ; it is the neces- 
sity, after seeing France fall so low, to raise her up so that she 
resumes her place in the world. If our hearts beat, it is for 
this goal, not for an ideal of blood ; it is that what is left of 
France may remain entire ; it is that we may count on the 
future. There is on earth an immanent justice which comes at 
its appointed time.” Freycinet, to whom some of the Am- 
bassadors complained, assured them that the speech was 
pacific in intention; but the critics cried, Gambetta , c’est la guerre , 
and Bismarck exclaimed, “ Gambetta in power would act on 
the nerves like a man beating a drum in a sick-room.” A year 
later, at Menilmontant, he made his pacific attitude clear beyond 
controversy. “ France intends to win for herself such power 
and such prestige that in the end, by force of patience, she will 
receive the reward of wise and good conduct. If she is vigilant 
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and prudent, taking her share in international affitirs but 
eschewing conspiracy and aggression, I think and hope I shall 
see the day when, through the majesty of right, truth and 

justice, we shall regain our lost brothers.” 

The Republican triumph of 1877 made Gambetta’s accession 
to power a mere matter of time, and when Grdvy succeeded 
MacMahon as President in 1879, it was felt that the hour was 
nigh. Gr6vy, however, whether owing to jealousy or to fear 
of foreign complications, postponed the summons, and it was 
not till the summer of 1881 that he confessed that the next 
Ministry must be formed by the Republican leader. The 
Emperor was a little apprehensive, and St. Vallier attempted to 
remove his fears by describing a recent conversation with 
Gr6vy. “ So long as I hold my post,” declared the President, 
« j w yi never allow France to launch an attack. I shall know 
how to pursue and make all the Ministers pursue a policy of 
peace. In home affairs I shall not intervene, but I will never 
compromise on the. maintenance of good relations. Germany 
can count on me and trust my word. ” When Le Grand Minis- 
tlrt was at last formed in December, 1881, Gambetta asked St. 
Vallier to report the effect. The Ambassador replied that the 
Emp eror was apprehensive and Bismarck suspicious, but 
official relations remained friendly. The Chancellor informed 
St. Vallier, and Hohenlohe assured the Quai d’Orsay, that the 
formation of the Gambetta Cabinet would in no way diminish 
the frie ndline ss of Berlin. Le Grand Minis tire, however, only 
lasted two months, and in less than a year the great patriot died 
in his forty-fifth year. That he had ceased to think of a war of 
revenge was known only to his intimate friends. 

The diplomatic rapprochement inaugurated by Waddington 
and approved by Gambetta was confirmed by Freycinet and 
Jules Ferry, though the deep estrangement of the two peoples 
remained, the German Government often complained of the 
utterances of the French press, and no one on either side of the 
Rhine imagined that the volcano was extinct. At no time since 
1870 had the wires between Paris and Berlin worked so 
smoothly as during the second Ministry of Ferry, which lasted 
from 1883 to 1885. The chief architect of the new French 
colonial empire, himself a Lorrainer, lamented the defeat of 
1870 as much as other men ; but he believed that Germany 
would remain the stronger Power, that France needed an outlet 
for her energies, and that she could only give hostages to 
fortune in Africa and Asia if assured against attack from beyond 
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the Rhine. The fiery D£ roulade founded his Ligue des 
Patriotes in 1882 with its organ jL<? Drapeau, in which he con- 
tinued to proclaim that what had been lost by arms must be 
regained by arms, and denounced the Premier as an atheist of 
patriotism. “ You will end by making me think you prefer 
Alsace-Lorraine to France,” rejoined Ferry; “ must we hypno- 
tize ourselves with the lost provinces, and should we not take 
compensations elsewhere ? ” “ That is just the point,” retorted 
D£roul£de. “ I have lost two children, and you offer me 
twenty domestics.” For the moment France was pleasurably 
excited by the excursions and alarums of colonial adventure, 
but the type of uncompromising nationalism represented by 
D£roul£de and Clemenceau was soon to change the political 
landscape. 

The year 1884 witnessed the foundation of Germany’s 
oversea empire and a brief estrangement between London and 
Berlin. Angered by the procrastinating conduct of Lord 
Derby, our Colonial Minister, Bismarck sought to win France 
for a new plan. “ I wish to establish a sort of equilibrium on 
the seas,” he declared to the French Ambassador on September 
23, “ and France has a leading role to play in this connection 
if she will enter into our views. I do not wish for war against 
England, but I wish her to understand that if the navies of 
other nations unite they will compel her to consider the 
interests of other people. For that purpose she must accustom 
herself to the idea that a Franco-German alliance is not an 
impossibility.” Throughout the winter the Chancellor con- 
tinued his efforts. “ I hope to reach the point when you will 
forgive Sedan as you have forgiven Waterloo. Renounce the 
Rhine, and I will help you to secure everywhere else the satis- 
factions you desire.” He praised the statesmanship of Ferry 
and expressed the wish to meet him, perhaps in Belgium or 
Luxemburg or even in the south of France. These flattering 
advances made no impression on the new Ambassador in 
Berlin, Baron de Courcel. “ At bottom,” he reported, “Bis- 
marck wishes to do England a bad turn and to use us for the 
purpose.” On January 20, 1885, the sceptical Ambassador 
defined the schemes of the Wilhelmstrasse. “ To soften our 
memories, to turn our thoughts from the past to an indeter- 
minate future, and thus to lead us imperceptibly to swallow 
1815 and 1871, so that France, accepting the hegemony of 
Prussia, henceforth gravitates in German orbits— -such is 
Bismarck’s policy towards us. We must do him the justice to 
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recognize the frankness ana sincerity wmi wiuui 
it ” in regard to amputations, declared the Ambassador in a 
orivate letter to Jules Ferry, a nation should neither forgive 
nor forget unless it wished to share the fate of Poland. More- 
over, Vamitii de VAllemagne est me amitii orageuse. 

Though Baron de Courcel had no intention of walking into 
Bismarck’s parlour, some of his countrymen seemed prepared 
for the great surrender. ** You cannot think how much good 
our rapprochement has done,” observed Barr&re, the French 
Minister in Cairo, to Herbert Bismarck. “ I cannot say there 
i< no longer enmity, for that needs time, but there is no longer 
mistrust among us. It will still be a fairly long time till 1870 
becomes merely a memoiy, but only patience is needed for 
that. The rapprochement is not only the best thing for the two 
countries but for the world. We must think of future genera- 
tions and remember that the strongest alliance would be France 
and Germany.” In the same month of September, 1884, 
General Campenon, Minister of War, entertained the foreign 

at the manoeuvres at dinner, and observed to the 
chief of the German mission that the Government desired a 
rapprochement. “A Franco-German alliance,” replied his 
guest, “ is only possible if you recognize the Treaty of Frank- 
furt.” “ That is what I am always telling my colleagues,” 
replied Campenon. “ We should no longer weakly occupy 
ourselves with the past, but should reckon with the present. 
With such an alliance France would at one blow regain her 
standing. France and Germany united would rule the world.” 
A fortnight later Herbert Bismarck visited Ferry, who charged 
him to tell the Chancellor that he would not take the smallest 
step in Egypt without consulting the Wilhelmstrasse. “ We 
ate on the high road,” remarked the Director of the Finance 
Ministry to Herbert Bismarck ; “ first the ditente and then the 
entente .” 


II 


That Bismarck was satisfied with the German frontiers 
established by his three wars is beyond doubt. “ I know I am 
accused of wishing to sow dissension between France and 
England or between England and Russia,” he remarked to the 
French Ambassador on May 10, 1885. “ But what have I to 
gain from such dissensions ? Germany’s position is now strong 
enough, and she is entirely content with her relations to her 




20 FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

two Imperial neighbours. She asks nothing more than to live 
at peace with all her neighbours. She has no interest in taking 
anything from any of them. On the Russian side we have 
already too many Poles and we certainly do not want more. 
On the Austrian side could we desire to annex the Czechs or 
the Viennese ? They would be a cause of much embarrassment. 
On the French side you know my opinion that we have taken 
too much French territory. Could we aspire to conquests at 
the expense of France, Belgium or Holland ? They would be 
recalcitrant nations. Looking all round our frontiers every 
gain would be a loss, every increase a cause for weakness.” 
This was true enough, but the status quo was not good enough 
for France. 

In the opening weeks of 1885 the news from Tonkin, which 
Ferry had added to the French colonial empire, became more 
and more alarming ; but on March 29 the Premier assured the 
Chamber that General Ndgrier possessed the forces needed to 
hold Lang- Son and defend the frontier. On the following day 
a telegram announced that he had been wounded and com- 
pelled to evacuate Lang-Son by superior forces. A wave of 
panic and fury, unknown since Pannee terrible , swept over 
France. When the doomed Ministry demanded credits to 
retrieve the situation, Clemenceau sprang to his feet. “ We can 
enter into no discussion with you. We have no longer Minis- 
ters before us but men charged with high treason, on whom the 
hand of the law will descend, if the principles of justice still 
exist.” Ferry was hurled from power, peace was concluded 
with China, and the first period of colonial expansion of the 
Republic came to an abrupt end. The vote of March 30 was 
the condemnation not only of a French statesman but of the 
principle which had guided the policy of France since the 
Congress of Berlin. Gambetta and Ferry, with the encourage- 
ment of Bismarck, had sought compensation overseas for the 
loss of the provinces which, in their opinion, could not be 
regained within any measurable time; and now the glittering 
fabric of the young empire seemed to crumble into dust. No 
more colonial adventures I No more hazardous expeditions ! 
Ferry — le trdi/re, le Tonkinois — had forgotten the Vosges. 
He had danced to Bismarck’s piping and wasted blood and 
money in the far places of the earth. A. has le Prussien ! Back 
to the revanche ! It was the hour of Clemenceau. 

The atmospheric change was reflected in the Ministerial 
declarations oi the Brisson Cabinet. “ By a watchful and 
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circumspect policy we must guarantee our position amidst the 
questions which preoccupy Europe. The Republic desires 
nothing but peace, peace accompanied by the dignity which a 
nation like ours demands, peace assured by a solid army of 
defence.” The same Leitmotif was heard after the general 
election in the autumn. The first duty of the new Chamber, it 
was explained, was to strengthen the army. So powerful was 
the reaction that a demand for the total evacuation of Tonkin 
was only defeated by four votes. When Freycinet succeeded 
Brisson at the opening of 1886 his programme was fixed in 
advance. “ If there is one point on which the ballot-boxes 
have expressed themselves without ambiguity,” ran the 
Ministerial declaration, “ it is on the direction to be followed in 
foreign affairs. It is understood that France is to have a policy 
of dignity and peace, and that her forces are to be concen- 
trated on the Continent, respected by all and menacing none. 
France desires no more of these distant expeditions, which are 
a source of sacrifice without any obvious compensation.” 

The foreign policy of the Third Republic was dominated 
by the two ideals of the recovery of the Rhine provinces and 
the foundation of an empire. For the first two decades it 
seemed impossible to pursue them simultaneously, and it was 
equally impossible to secure colonies without the assent of 
Berlin. The first act ended when Gambetta and Grevy, 
Waddington and Ferry postponed the revanche to the Greek 
Kalends and acted on the suggestion to take Tunis. The second 
act ended with the reverse in Indo-China, and the temporary 
abandonment of colonial expansion carried with it the ter- 
mination of the detente. The obvious tasks before France in her 
new mood were to strengthen her army and to seek for allies. 
The history of French policy during the decade following the 
fall of Ferry is the record of her successful pursuit of these 
objects. 

Freycinet, who belonged to the school of Gambetta and 
Ferry, desired to continue the friendly relations with Berlin; 
but he showed less than his usual insight in choosing a 
Minister of War whose sinister activities were to bring France 
and Germany to the verge of war and to threaten the existence 
of the Republic. At this time, however, Boulanger was the 
protegi of Clemenceau and the Radicals, and no one could 
foresee coming events. He had seen service in Algeria, Italy, 
Indo-China and the war of 1 870, and had served as Director of 
Infantry at the War Office and commander of the army in 
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Tunis. He proceeded to justify his selection by a series of 
reforms in the organization and munitioning of the army, the 
strengthening of fortifications, and the provision of creature 
comforts for the poilu. Since the mind of France was focussed 
on national defence, and since no comprehensive reforms had 
been made for a decade, he became a celebrity and the acclama- 
tions of the crowd aroused his political ambitions. Ddroulfcde, 
who as early as 1883 announced that at last he had found a man, 
“ I might even say our man,” offered him the services of the 
300,000 members of the Ligue des Patriotes. La France 
Militaire , he Drapeau, La Front tire, V Anti-Prussien, La Revanche, 
and many Chauvinist pamphlets sang his praises, announced 
that France was ready, and preached the holy war. 

“ Monsieur le Ministre de la Guerre,” observed Freydnet 
one day in July 1886, “ vous faites unpeu trop mon metier.” 
The gentle rebuke produced no effect, for the General relished 
his position on the crest of the wave. People began to whisper 
and to watch. “ The topic of the day,” reported Lord Lyons, 
the British Ambassador, on July z, “is the conduct of Bou- 
langer. He has by degrees put creatures of his own into the 
great military commands, and he is said to have used strange 
language in the Council of Ministers. From the way people 
talk one would think the question was whether he is aiming at 
being a Cromwell or a Monk.” A fortnight later Lord New- 
ton, of the British Embassy, described his appearance at the 
fete of July 14. “ The mountebank had provided himself 

with a high-actioned black circus horse. As he pranced 
backwards and forwards and the public yelled their acclama- 
tions, President Grdvy and the uninteresting crowd of bour- 
geois Ministers and Deputies seemed visibly to quiver and 
flinch. From that day Boulanger became a dangerous man.” 
The German Military Attach^ sent home long reports on his 
activities and on the provocations of the press. “The last few 
days have witnessed several remarkable outbreaks of chauvin- 
ism,” reported Count Munster, the German Ambassador, on 
October 14. “ The artificially stimulated hatred of Germany 

is if possible stronger than ever, but the war of revenge is far 
from being popular. The wish that there may be one day a 
holy war is common to every Frenchman, but the demand for 
its speedy fulfilment is met with a shake of the head.” Bou- 
langer himself, he added a few weeks later, was believed by 
some intimate friends to be afraid of war, since he knew too well 
the weak points of the army ; but he kept his fears to himself. 
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After a year’s absence from Paris Prince Hohenlohe, the 
late German Ambassador, described in his diary on November 
10 1886, the new and anxious situation. “ What strikes me 
most is die change in Boulanger’s position. In the spring of 
kTyirte was considered a fJhm. Trwiay he has the 
majority of the Chamber on his side. Freycinet does not dare 
to get rid of him, and even Ferry would find it difficult to form 
a Ministry without him. He knows how to win people and to 
dazzle the masses. If he stays two years longer in office, the 
conviction will become universal that he is the man to recon- 
quer the provinces, and, as he is utterly unscrupulous and ex- 
tremely ambitious, he will carry the masses into war. Blowitz 
agrees, and says that, if he remains, war will come in 1888. 
His fall is inevitable directly the country sees where he is 
leading it. Then he will be swept away, for the country is still 
pacific. But in a year it will be different.” “ In Boulanger,” 
echoes the Belgian Charge a month later, “the whole of 
France personifies her dreams of future greatness.” The 
German Military Attach^ sent home a series of alarming reports 
on the ambitions and popularity of the new leader. 

During this orgy of chauvinism the French Government 
remained unmoved. The new Ambassador to Berlin, Her- 
bette, who as Director of the Foreign Office had co-operated 
with Freycinet and enjoyed his confidence, arrived in October 
1886, and explained the views of his Government in a remark- 
able conversation with the Foreign Minister, Herbert Bismarck. 
The good services rendered by Germany in regard to France’s 
colonial policy, he declared, were known only to the few : 
now was the time to show the French people the real aims of 
German policy. “ What a ditenU there would be, and how all 
our suspicions and apprehensions would vanish if Prince 
Bismarck publicly declared that he would use his immense 
authority for the maintenance of the status quo in the Mediter- 
ranean 1 All eyes would turn from the East, and we could 
employ all our resources in the Mediterranean, the theatre of 
our vital interests. It is a question of existence for us as a 
Great Power that England should evacuate Egypt. I assure 
you that the Mediterranean is the pivot of our policy and that 
the English are abominated in France, far more than the Ger- 
mans have ever been. The idea of the revanche is out of date." 
There was an element of unreality in such language while 
Boulanger was the darling of the Paris mob, and it evoked no 
response in Berlin. 
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The reforms introduced or proposed by Freycinet and 
Boulanger, reducing the term of service from five years to three 
and improving the armament, challenged the superiority of 
the German army, and on November 25, 1886, the German 
Minister of War presented a seven-year army bill increasing 
the troops by 41,000. The aged Moltke delivered a few 
pregnant sentences. “ An entente with France has been men- 
tioned. But while public opinion in France persists in demand- 
ing the restitution of two essentially German provinces, which 
Germany is firmly resolved not to cede, an entente is an im- 
possibility.” The bill was fiercely contested, but its backers 
found their strongest argument in the growing popularity 
of Boulanger, who retained his portfolio when Goblet suc- 
ceeded Freycinet in December. Each side believed or pre- 
tended to believe that the other was meditating a sudden 
attack. In the words of the new Premier, the whole of 
Europe was living “ on a footing of armed peace.” “ An 
imprudent word,” reported Herbette on January 4, 1887, “ any 
suggestion of an arriere-pensee might decide Bismarck to try to 
crush us as a measure of precaution. But I am convinced we 
can round Cape Wrath if we are wise.” 

On January 1 1, Bismarck supported the Army Bill in one of 
the greatest of his speeches. Germany, he explained, belonged 
to what Metternich called satiated States, but all the Powers 
were busy preparing for an uncertain future. “ Everyone asks. 
Is war coming ? I do not believe that any statesman will 
deliberately apply the match to the gunpowder heaped up in 
every land. But the passions of the mob, the ambition of 
party leaders, misguided public opinion — these are the ele- 
ments potentially stronger than the will of the rulers.” Ger- 
many had declined to thwart Russian ambitions in the Near 
Fast and had tried to oblige France everywhere except in 
Alsace-Ix)rraine. “ Wc have no intention and no reason to 
attack her. I would never fight because I thought a war might 
he inevitable. I cannot see into the cards of Providence. If 
the French will keep the peace till wc attack, peace is assured 
for ever. Do wc want more French soil ? I was not anxious to 
take Metz. I have complete confidence in the present French 
Government. Goblet and Flourens are not the men to make 
v, ar. If you could guarantee their continuance in office, I 
would say. Save your monev. But the stirring of the flames by 
an active minority makes me anxious. Wc have still to fear an 
attack — whether in ten days or ten years I cannot say. War is 
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certain if France thinks she is stronger and can win. That is my 
unalterable conviction. Where is the Ministry who would dare 
to say. We accept the Treaty of Frankfurt ? She is definitely 
stronger t h an she was. If she won, she would bleed us white , 
and if we won, after being attacked, we would do the same. 
There is also the possibility, even if France did not expect to 
win, that she might launch a war as a safety valve, as in 1870. 
Indeed, why should not Boulanger try it if he came to power ? ” 
On January 28 the Chancellor observed to Herbette that 
Boulanger’s promotion to the Premiership or the Presidency 
would mean war. “ C’est un homme qui m&lite un coup 
d’&at,” though he was only a second-rate comedian. On 
January 31 the Post , in an article entitled “ On the razor-edge,” 
which recalled the scare of 1 8 7 5 , argued that the retention of 
Boulanger in the Ministry was an imminent danger to peace. 

The Reichstag accepted the proposed increase for three 
years instead of seven, as demanded by the Bill, and the 
Government appealed to the country. Boulanger, it was 
argued, was organizing the revanche. Pictures appeared of the 
Vosges frontier with huge barracks and swarming poilus on 
the one side and not a soldier on the other. To ensure the 
desired response by emphasizing the danger, the Government 
announced the calling up of reservists in Alsace-Lorraine. 
The atmosphere was electric, and war was anticipated by cool 
observers in other lands. Flourens, the Foreign Minister, was 
thoroughly alarmed. On February 8 the French Chamber 
adopted without discussion Boulanger’s demand for a special 
credit of eighty million francs, though the frightened Cabinet 
vetoed the proposal for calling up reservists. Munster in- 
formally urged his dismissal, and the German semi-official 
journal observed that not a day had passed since his appoint- 
ment to the Ministry of War without a measure to increase the 
striking power of the French army. Once more, as in 1875, 
the Tsar was asked for and gave a promise of moral support. 
The German elections supplied the Government with the 
majority it needed, and the Army Bill in the desired shape 
became law in March. 

With the passing of the Septennate there was a lull in its 
official German campaign against the French peril, but the 
psychological results remained. “ Bismarck’s electoral 
manoeuvre,” reported Herbette, “ has been so well engineered 
that all Germany now believes in the fatality of a war with 
France and is inclined to wish to get it over at once. This 
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state of opinion is a danger which preoccupies me. We must 
neither furnish a pretext nor go to sleep. ” Bismarck, he added, 
was nervy and irritable. People were asking whether France 
would intervene in the event of a Russo-German war. De 
Lesseps visited Berlin on a semi-official mission, and assured 
the Chancellor of the pacific disposition of the President and 
the Cabinet ; but so long as Boulanger remained a national 
hero, peace hung by a thread. 

At the end of April, 1887, a spark seemed likely to set 
Europe ablaze. A French Police Commissioner named 
Schnaebele, an Alsatian who had opted for France in 1871, was 
invited by a German Police Commissioner to meet him for a 
discussion of administrative business. On reaching the 
rendezvous on the German side of the frontier he was seized, and 
after a struggle was carried off to Metz. The excuse for this 
outrage was that he had misused his official position for 
purposes of espionage, and that his arrest, if ever he crossed the 
frontier, had been decreed by the High Court at Leipzig — a 
fact unknown to the French Government. Once again 
Boulanger urged a military demonstration, and once more 
Grevy intervened to prevent it. Flourens kept his head and 
forwarded to Berlin photographs of the letters of invitation 
from the German official. Bismarck at once admitted that the 
invitation implied a safe conduct which must be respected 
despite Schnaebele ’s grave offence. A week after his arrest he 
was at liberty, but he had exceeded his functions and was 
removed from his post. Though the Governments kept cool, 
for both of them had been disagreeably surprised by the 
incident, the temperature of public opinion on both sides of 
the Rhine had risen to boiling point. The fiery D^roul&de 
taxed the Cabinet with cowardice, and argued that the time 
had come to finish with Bismarck’s “ provocations.” French- 
men maintained that Germany had tried to pick a quarrel, and 
Goblet, the Premier, declared that it would perhaps have been 
better to fight. The Germans continued to believe that 
Boulanger was master of France and might give the signal for 
invasion at any moment. 

President Grdvy, whose devotion to peace was only equalled 
by his contempt for Boulanger, remarked to Goblet : “ I 
receive many people ; no one desires war, neither the Chamber 
nor the country.” Though this was by no means true he had 
long determined to get rid of the firebrand, who, as he sub- 
sequently confided to the German Ambassador, had on two 
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occasions proposed measures involving war. Goblet resigned 
in May and Rouvier formed a Ministry without the General, 

who was appointed to m | ^ n I • 

provinces. Both the President and the Ambassador in Berlin 

areued that his influence had been exaggerated and that the 

excitement had only been on the surface, but the danger was 

by no means at an end. The mountebank remained the darling 

of the crowd, and every missile aimed from beyond the Rhine 

served to endear him to the extreme Nationalists. When le 

G&i&al de Revanche ” was deprived of his command in 1888 

for paying visits to the capital without leave, he stood for the 

Chamber at a by-election in Paris as a champion of the revision of 

the Constitution and was elected by an overwhelming majority. 

Fortunately for the peace of the world he was not built in the 

heroic mould, and he let slip the opportunity of marching on 

the filys^e to which his hot-blooded followers summoned 

frim. His old sponsor Clemenceau turned against him, and on 

looming that an order had been signed for his arrest he fled 

to Brussels. The bubble had burst. He was condemned in his 

absence for treason, and a discreditable career was terminated 

by suicide on the grave of his mistress. Boulanger, declares 

Freydnet in his Memoirs, never really desired war, but he had 

been playing with fire. His movement revealed the persistent 

vitality of the revanche , rendered impossible a return to the 

quasi-entente of the Waddington-Ferry-Freydnet period, and 

prepared the ground for the Russian alliance. 

The tension was once again reflected in the military changes 
with which both Governments occupied themselves. In 
France the last remains of a professional army were swept 
away, and every Frenchman on reaching the age of twenty 
became subject to three years’ service. In 1888 Freydnet was 
appointed Minister of War and held the office for five years, 
carrying through the three years* law, the development of the 
reserves and the re-arming of the infantry. Germany replied 
by an Army Bill reorganizing the Landwehr and the Land- 
sturm. On February 6, 1888, in commending the Army Bill 
to the Rdchstag, Bismarck again swept the European horizon 
with his telescope. In 1887, he declared, the chief danger had 
been from France ; now it was from Russia. “ Since last year 
one pacific President has succeeded another. We can count on 
President Carnot to continue the policy of M. Gr£vy. We have 
also seen a change of great importance in the Ministry. The 
Ministers who had a tendency to place their personal projects 
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before the peace of their own country and of Europe are gone, 
and more peaceful men have taken their place. I gladly recog- 
nize that France is more pacific and less explosive than last 
year. Yet the danger of coalitions is permanent, and we 
must arrange once for all to meet it. We must make greater 
exertions than other nations on account of our position. 
Russia and France can only be attacked on one front, but 
God has placed us beside the most bellicose and restless of 
nations, the French, and He has allowed bellicose tendencies to 
grow up in Russia. I do not expect an early breach of the peace, 
but I advise other countries to discontinue their menaces. 
We Germans fear God and nothing else in the world.” It was 
the swan song of the old Chancellor in the sphere of foreign 
affairs. 


IV 

The fall of Bismarck in 1890 was hailed with delight in 
France. He had helped to keep the peace, commented the 
French Ambassador, but in every situation his first thought was 
to counterwork French interests. His marvellous skill, 
his immense authority on all the Cabinets, his influence on the 
press, enabled him to keep France in isolation. The new 
Chancellor, whatever his ill will, could not do her so much 
harm. A slight detente began when the French Government 
accepted the invitation of William II to send a delegate to an 
International Conference on social reform at Berlin. The 
veteran statesman and publicist Jules Simon, who was chosen 
for the task, was captivated by the charm, the frankness and 
the energy of his host. The Kaiser expressed his ardent desire 
to enter into cordial relations with France, and when his visitor 
replied that the question could not be solved at present, he 
rejoined that it was never too soon to formulate a good idea. 
“ Your army has made great progress and is ready,” he added ; 
“ if it were engaged in single combat with the German army 
no one could forecast the result of the struggle. Therefore I 
should regard as a madman or a criminal whoever stirred up 
the two peoples to make war. ” Jules Simon had no more 
doubt of the speaker’s absolute sincerity than of the purity of 
his French accent. His accession had been dreaded in Paris, for 
his admiration for the army and its glorious traditions was 
notorious, and it was widely held that he was likely to prove the 
enfant terrible of Europe. The diminution of tension was 
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reflected in a slight mitigation of the rigid and deeply resented 

passport regime in Alsace-Lorraine. 

In the milder atmosphere inaugurated by the visit of Jules 
Simon, the organizers of a picture exhibition in Berlin to be 
held in May 1891, invited French artists to take part. The 
French Ambassador replied that his Government, though 
unable to participate officially in a private enterprise, would 
view with pleasure an acceptance of the invitation by French 
artists. This guarded reply was perhaps as much as Berlin 
expected, and invitations were now sent to individual artists 
in France. At a dinner at the French Embassy the Kaiser 
loudly expressed his admiration for French art, and eulogized 
with fervour the talent of Meissonier, who had recently passed 
away. Not content with verbal eulogies, he gave instructions 
for a letter in similar terms to be written to the French Am- 
bassador, with the request to forward it to the Acad&nie des 
Beaux-Arts. The French Government in return awarded to 
Helmholtz the medal of Grand Officer of the Legion of 
Honour, adding that this was the first time since the war that 
such a high distinction had been conferred on a German. The 
ditente, however, was purely superficial. “ Tout le temps qui 
s’&oulera avant la lutte supreme sert & notre preparation,” 
wrote Herbette to his chief in February 1891. 

At this moment the French Ambassador was informed that 
the Empress Frederick was about to visit Paris incognito. 
The French Government was not consulted before the decision 
was reached. Her object, it was explained, was to make 
purchases for her new home at Kronberg, but she also desired 
to meet French artists and to induct them to exhibit at Berlin. 
In telegraphing the news Herbette added that the slightest 
contretemps might have disastrous results. The visit aroused the 
liveliest interest in both countries, for it was widely though 
falsely believed to cloak far-reaching political designs. Leading 
German papers described it as a historic event. “ Germany 
has given a fine example of her desire for reconciliation,” 
wrote the Vossische Zeitung ; “ will France respond ? May we 
not hope that the chiefs of the French nation, in view of the 
noble intentions of the Emperor’s mother, will abandon the 
ideas of revenge ? ” Such utterances naturally provoked the 
Nationalists, who spoke of “ our holy hatreds.” The ex- 
Empress, who was never celebrated for tact, added fuel to the 
flame by visiting the park of St. Cloud and lunching at Ver- 
sailles. “ My mother,” remarked the Kaiser, “ is not easy to 
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control.” A protest meeting was addressed by D6roul£de, 
and several artists withdrew their acceptance of the invitation 
to exhibit at Berlin. The German press resented the protests 
and criticisms of Paris. “ The French have not the right/’ 
wrote the Kolniscbe Zeittmg, “ to insult the august head of the 
German Empire and his noble mother. Every German who 
has the slightest sense of the dignity of his nation feels himself 
mortally outraged in the person of his Emperor.” The Kaiser 
was furious at the protest meeting, the organizers of which 
were not punished, and the French Government learned that 
measures pre liminar y to general mobilization had been 
ordered. The danger was obvious, and the most careful pre- 
cautions were taken to avoid an incident when she left the 
Gare du Nord. Not till long after did the French people leam 
of the peril thus narrowly averted. 

On February 27, the day of her departure, Marschall von 
Bieberstein, the Foreign Minister, addressed Herbette ia a 
tone which even Bismarck had never adopted. After empha- 
sizing the good intentions of the Empress, and stating that 
Berlin had expected a courteous welcome and at any rate 
official protection against insults, he added : “ Clearly one 
must not demand from a Republic what one would from a 
strong government.” Even after making such allowances, he 
explained, there were limits to tolerance, and he hinted that 
they had been reached. The Ambassador, unaware that the 
Empress had already left Paris, telegraphed in alarm that the 
slightest manifestation of disrespect to her might involve war. 
“ Nothing will be changed between the two Governments,” 
remarked the Foreign Minister to the French Ambassador, 
“ but I cannot say the same of the two countries; for the sensible 
and peace-loving people who form the great majority in France 
let themselves be intimidated by a tiny minority of adventurers. 
That we shall not easily forget.” Thus the visit which was 
designed to foster a ditentt inflicted fresh wounds and revealed 
once again that the volcanic fires were ready to burst forth at 
any moment. There had been no real progress between 1871 
and 1891. A few days later the passport regime was restored 
in Alsace-Lorraine in full rigour. The countries had reverted 
to the relations of 1887, but on this occasion there was no 
Boulanger to hurl defiance across the Rhine. France, more- 
over, had an additional reason to avert or at any rate to post- 
pone a conflict ; for the Russian alliance, long advocated by 
Boulanger, D^roulfcdc and the Nationalists, was in sight. 
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Its conclusion by a series of agreements between 1891 and 
1894 opens a new chapter in the history of the Third Republic. 
The inferiority complex disappeared. If the balance of power 
which had been destroyed in 1870 was not fully restored, there 
was at any rate no longer an unchallenged German hegemony. 
“The era of monologues has passed,” wrote the Tempi, 
« and the era of dialogues has begun.” The voice of France 
would be heard once again. A few far-seeing thinkers like 
Jaures recognized that the partnership might drag France into 
a war for Russian ambitions, but to fiery Nationalists it seemed 
to bring the revanche within sight. To France as a whole it 
symbolized complete recovery from the disasters of 1870, 
escape from the quarantine in which Bismarck had kept her, 
a solid guarantee against menaces, humiliations and attack. 
“Now you are two,” remarked Munster, the German Am- 
bassador, to Freydnet, “ you will find it difficult to keep quiet. 
In France you are very thin-skinned, and the slightest spark 
will set the powder alight.” “ What makes us sensitive,” 
replied the Minister of War, “ is that we are thought to be 
weak. The stronger we are, the less inclined we shall be to take 
offence. Our relations will be easier when we stand on a 
footing of equality. You will see that our entente with Russia is 
a pledge of peace.” Unlike the majority of his countrymen, 
he knew that Russia had not the slightest intention of shedding 
her blood for the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine or indeed for the 
realization of any purely French aims. 

Feeling her flank secured, France resumed her colonial 
ambitions after a lull of nearly a decade. In 1894 Hanotaux 
entered on his memorable term of office at the Quai d’Orsay. 
Like Gambetta and Ferry, he believed that France would in- 
crease rather than dissipate her resources and her strength 
by becoming a great colonial power. The only extensive 
field left for expansion was in North and Central Africa, but to 
push forward in these vast regions involved friction and 
perhaps even conflict with England. Thus once again colonial 
expansion brought a truce in the Franco-German conflict. 
The Kaiser renewed his attentions, and his telegram on the 
murder of President Carnot was particularly cordial. In 1 894 
France and Germany amicably arranged their frontiers in 
West Africa and combined to tear up a newly made Anglo- 
Congolese Treaty, while in the following year they co-operated 
with Russia in forcing Japan to disgorge Port Arthur. 

In 1895 an invitation arrived from Berlin to send French 
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ships to the opening of the Kiel Canal. Several members of 
the Cabinet desired to decline ; but when the Tsar formally 
urged France to join Russia in attending the ceremony, she 
consented on the understanding that the ceremony would be 
given no political significance. This formula, needless to say, 
failed to disarm the hostility of the extreme Nationalists. For 
once the Kaiser’s speeches were both tactful and eloquent. 
“ It is not only for our own national interests that we have 
worked. We open the gates of the canal to the peaceful inter- 
course of the nations. I welcome the participation of the 
Powers, whose representatives we see amongst us and whose 
magnificent ships we have admired, with all the greater satis- 
faction because I think I am right in inferring from it the 
complete appreciation of our endeavours, the very object of 
which is to maintain peace.” Despite his welcome to the 
French ships, however, he never conquered his instinctive 
dislike of France and the French Republic. “ The Republicans 
are revolutionists de natura ,” he wrote to the Tsar soon after 
the Kiel festivities. “ The blood of Their Majesties is still on 
that country. Has it since then ever been happy or quiet 
again ? Has it not staggered from bloodshed to bloodshed ? 
Nicky, take my word on it, the curse of God has stricken that 
people forever. We Christian Kings and Emperors have one 
holy duty imposed on us by Heaven, that is to uphold the 
principle of By the Grace of God. We can have good relations 
with the French but can never be intime with her 1 ” 

A few months after the Kiel festivities the Jameson raid 
brought Great Britain and Germany to the verge of war. 
On January i, 1896, the German Foreign Secretary visited the 
French Ambassador, and inquired whether France would join 
in “ limiting the insatiable appetite of England.” He did not 
propose co-operation in matters calculated to endanger peace, 
such as the Near East, Egypt or the Mediterranean, and he 
explained that there was no risk of an explosion ; but it was 
“ necessary to show England that she could no longer take 
advantage of the Franco-German antagonism to seize whatever 
she wished.” Herbette coolly replied that the exclusion of 
Egypt removed the principal reason which might induce 
France to join. “ I do not see what advantage such a league to 
hold England in check would be to us if we cannot count on 
your support in our interests.” Undeterred by this rebuff, the 
Kaiser despatched his fateful telegram to Kruger, but the 
reaction of England was so menacing that he quickly changed 
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his course. A few weeks later, when France and Russia 
opposed the allocation of Egyptian money for the advance to 
Dongola, Germany supported the British request, and con- 
tinued to flout French sentiment by encouraging the reconquest 
of the Sudan. 

Though Germany took the British side in the Egyptian 
quarrel, attempts were made at intervals by the Wilhelmstrasse 
to draw closer to France. In June, 1 898, the French Ambassa- 
dor called Biilow’s attention to pourparlers between England 
and Portugal concerning a lease of Delagoa Bay in return for 
find n rial aid, and to the danger of leaving London and Lisbon 
to setde their business without regard to the interests of 
France and Germany. On the following day the German 
Ambassador brought a remarkable Memorandum to the Quai 
d’Orsay suggesting not only economic reprisals against 
Portugal, but “practical co-operation between Germany and 
France in current questions of every kind.” The Meline 
Government had just resigned, and Hanotaux explained that 
he could merely hand it to his successor. “ I gathered from a 
long talk,” reported Munster, “ that personally he would be 
much inclined to co-operate with us in matters of common 
interest like this.” To the Ambassador’s surprise, the new 
Foreign Minister Delcass6 made no reference to the subject. 
To ignore such a direct approach was an astonishing debut, 
and his excuse that “ no proposals were made to me ” was 
unconvincing. “ I greatly regret the departure of Hanotaux,” 
wrote Munster. “ My relations with him were of the best. 
Though he was bound to follow the course of Russian policy, 
he desired to entertain good relations with us and to improve 
them. The suspicion of this Minister that I noted in Berlin I 
find on closer acquaintance to be unfounded. On the other 
hand I fear that Delcasse will deserve our mistrust. I knew hi m 
as Colonial Minister and did not like him.” The forecast v. as 
correct. Delcasse was the greatest of France’s Foreign Minis- 
ters between 1871 and 1914, and, with the possible exception 
of Poincare, the most inveterate foe of Germany. For a brief 
moment, enraged by the Fashoda surrender, his thoughts 
turned to Berlin. A rapprochement with Germany, he re- 
marked to a German journalist, was extremely desirable : 
the revanche had lost ground in recent years, for the younger 
generation was not interested. “ II faut refaire la politique 
suivie depuis seize ans.” It was only a passing mood and 
it did not recur. Delcass6 never loved England, but he 
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knew in his heart that France could only afford one enemy. 

It was natural that German statesmen should attempt to 
turn the Fashoda mood to their own account, for the bitter 
humiliation temporarily diverted part of the Nationalist fire 
to England, described by the Echo de Paris as the eternal 
enemy. What particularly rankled was Salisbury’s refusal to 
grant or even to discuss compensation. The Kaiser, wrote the 
French Ambassador in February, 1899, was disposed to a 
rapprochement. The Naval Attache at Berlin reported a 
conversation in which he expressed his pleasure at the reception 
of German ships in Algiers and Tunis, and added that a French 
ship would be very well received at a German port. “ His 
Majesty is happy to see French public opinion better appreciat- 
ing the real sentiments of Germany towards France, and he 
hopes that a real entente will soon be reached.” The Continent, 
he added, must unite in self-defence especially against the dic- 
tation of England and America. A few days after the outbreak 
of the South African war Biilow spoke to the French Am- 
bassador of the identity of their interests in different parts of the 
world. “ In Africa you see that out interests are absolutely the 
same. Except the little triangle in regard to which we reached 
an arrangement with England last year, there is no point where 
we could not agree.” Delcasse replied that Billow’s opinion 
deserved to be examined in concert with Russia ; “ but I note 
that his conviction has never led the German Government to 
formulate anv proposition. 5> When the French Ambassador 
asked the German Foreign Minister if he could explain how he 
conceived the reciprocal interests, he replied that he must have 
time to reflect. A few days after this curious remark, which 
would have been more relevant if the invitation to discussion 
had come from Paris, the Kaiser journeyed to England for the 
first time since the Kruger telegram, and Chamberlain, after 
conversations with Billow, argued in his historic speech at 
Leicester for an alliance 01 entente with Germany and the 
United States. Neither Berlin nor Washington welcomed the 
approach, and Biilow, caring more tor Russian than for 
British friendship, ignored Chamberlain’s advances and pro- 
claimed his favourite doctrine of the tree hand. 

The Boer War was as heartily detested in France as in 
Germany, but Delcasse took a more detached view of the con- 
flict than most of his countrymen. He had plans in his head 
which would require the friendship or at any rate the acquies- 
cence of England, and he had no intention of steering his 
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country into the German camp. The British reverses at the 
close of 1 899 provoked schemes of European mediation, but 
they never had much substance. On February 28, 1900, 
Muravieff, the Russian Foreign hfinister, visited Paris and 
informed Delcass6 that the Russian Government wished to 
make the Wilhelmstrasse declare itself by asking whether it 
did not think the time has come for a joint dimarcbe in London 
in the interests of peace. Delcass6 accepted the idea on con- 
dition that the Russian Ambassador at Berlin spoke in the 
name of Russia and France ; and he added that, if representa- 
tions were to be made to England, it was indispensable to 
success that Germany should take the initiative. When the 
Russian Ambassador approached the German Government 
the Kaiser suggested that Russia should first inquire how a 
friendly intervention would be received in London, and added 
that, as it would be a long business, the intervening Powers 
should first guarantee each other’s European territories for a 
certain time. Even a temporary recognition of the Treaty of 
Frankfurt was unthinkable, and the plan of joint mediation 
fell to the ground. 

William II continued his advances, though a genuine rap- 
prochement was at all times beyond his grasp. Germany 
patronized the Exhibition of 1900. In April, 1901, the French 
Government accepted a pressing invitation to co-operate in 
the Bagdad railway, on condition that Russia was admitted to 
the enterprise ; but the consent of Russia, who regarded the 
railway as an economic and political danger, was withheld. 
The conception of a Continental bloc , consisting of Germany, 
Russia and France, continued to haunt the Kaiser’s restless 
brain, and the outbreak of the Japanese war found Berlin and 
Paris in the same pro-Russian camp. What more natural, he 
argued, than that France should enter a league which would 
guard Russia’s flank during the conflict, and defend Europe 
against the maritime and commercial domination of the Anglo- 
Saxons ? Thus the Treaty of Bj6rk6, after being discussed in 
1904, was signed by the Kaiser and the Tsar in July, 1905. 
The invitation to France to join was never officially made, 
since the treaty involved the mutual guarantee of frontiers. 
Even had a guarantee formed no part of the agreement, she 
would have declined to share in an association directed against 
England, with whom she had by this time made up her quarrel. 
The European landscape was rapidly changing, for France was 
winning friends and Germany was losing them. 
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The surrender of Fashoda led Delcass£ to seek compensation 
in Morocco, and to gain from the friendship of En glan d 
what he could not secure by thwarting her will. The ditent 9 
began with King Edward's visit to Paris in the spring of 1903, 
and on April 8, 1904, the two countries sponged off the slate 
the main causes of friction. The attitude of official Ge rman y 
towards the Anglo-French treaty was at first friendly. At 
Delcass<fs reception on March 23, 1904, Prince Radolin 
asked if he might put “ an indiscreet question.” Was it true 
that an agreement had been or was about to be signed between 
France and England ? “ Neither one nor the other,” replied 
the Foreign Secretary ; “ but we have been conversing for 
some time with the London Cabinet with a view to the friendly 
settlement of the questions which interest our two countries. 
An understanding has been recognized to be possible, and 
will probably be reached.” “ Newfoundland is said to be in 
question ? ” “ We have spoken of it.” “ And Morocco ? ” 
“ Also. But you know our point of view on that subject. 
We wish to main tain the political and territorial status quo ; 
but if it is to last it must be improved. We have had to 
reinforce and increase our troops at considerable expense. The 
Sultan has experienced the value of our aid. It must be con- 
tinued ; but it will be given in such a way that every one will 
derive advantage, since security is essential for commerce. 
Needless to add, commercial liberty will be strictly respected.” 
“ And Spain ? ” “ We shall respect her interests and legitimate 
aspirations.” Prince Radolin, added the Foreign Minister in 
recording the conversation, “ found my declarations very 
natural and perfectly reasonable.” On April 18, ten days after 
the treaties were signed, Delcassd instructed the French Am- 
bassador to inform the Wilhelmstrasse that Lord Lansdowne 
and himself had been concerned exclusively with the interests 
of their countries, without detriment to those of any other 
Power. He did not think it necessary to present a copy of the 
treaty, since it was already known to all the world. 

Official comment in Germany was favourable. Germany, 
Biilow had remarked in January, 1903, to the French Am- 
bassador, had really no interests in Morocco, so insignificant 
were they at present. “ German commercial interests in 
Morocco are in no danger now,” wrote the Norddeutsebo 
AJlgsmetne Zeitung , “ and greater stability would benefit us 
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all.” “ We have no cause to imagine that the Treaty has a 
point against any other Power,” declared the Chancellor in the 
Reichstag on April 12, 1904. “ It seems to be an attempt to 
remove a number of differences by peacehil methods* \^/ c 
have nothing, from the standpoint of German interests, to 
object to in that. As to Morocco, we are in essence only 
interested in the economic sphere. It is therefore of import- 
ance for us that tranquillity and order exist there. We have 
commercial interests, which we must and shall protect. We 
have, however, no ground to fear that they will be overlooked 
or infringed.” The Pan-Germans, grumbling that Germany 
had been humiliated, demanded the Atlantic coast, but the 
Kaiser informed King Edward at the Kiel regatta that Morocco 

had never interested him. 

Despite these reassuring words Germany felt that her 
interests had been contemptuously ignored. Morocco, wrote 
Holstein, was one of the few countries where German com- 
merce could compete on equal terms. Railway aad other 
schemes were afoot, and the French system of virtual mono- 
poly would be fatal to its hopes. Even more disastrous would 
be the loss of prestige if the Government looked on with 
folded arms while national interests were given away. “If 
we let ourselves be trampled on in Morocco, we invite similar 
treatment elsewhere. ” With this reasoning Bvilow fully agreed. 
He had a good legal case and he was determined that it should 
prevail : the only question was the time and method of 
putting it forward. Visiting the Wilhelmstrasse on April 26 
to express satisfaction at the Chancellor’s speech on April 12, 
the French Ambassador was struck by the glacial attitude of the 
Foreign Minister. “ More and more,” he telegraphed to 
Delcassl, “ I believe that Bulow’s declarations dissemble his 
profound dissatisfaction.” He had guessed right. Action in 
Morocco, wrote the Chancellor to his Ambassador at Paris on 
July 21, involved far-reaching consequences and required 
careful thought. It was improbable that England would take 
her obligations of diplomatic support very seriously. France 
had paid England a good price and completely ignored Ger- 
many, whose commercial activities in Morocco had increased 
so rapidly that it was vital to prevent a monopoly. How ought 
they to proceed ? They could provoke an offer of compensa- 
tion by action in Morocco and by stiffening the Sultan’s back, 
replied Radolin, so long as England left them a free hand. 
Anglo-French opposition on the other hand could compel 
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them to retreat. The German Ambassador in London, after 
an interview with Lansdowne in August, reported that where 
treaty rights existed Germany could safely take a strong line ; 
but control of % harbour on the Atlantic would probably be 
opposed, and a political challenge to France would range 
England on her side. Metternich’s interpretations of British 
policy, though often ignored, were invariably correct. 

The Franco-Spanish declaration of October 3, which 
accompanied the secret Franco-Spanish treaty, provoked no 
official protest but aroused the same angry suspicion at Berlin 
as at Fez. It was in vain that Delcassd explained that the new 
pact, in securing the adhesion of Madrid to the principle of 
commercial liberty, had strengthened the guarantees of inter- 
national commerce in Morocco. At the same time the victories 
of Japan over Russia were visibly sapping the power and 
prestige of the Dual Alliance. When Kiihlmann took over the 
Legation at Tangier as Charg6 d ’Affaires in October, 1904, the 
temperature fell rapidly. The grievances of the German 
Colonial Party, he declared, were receiving more attention 
in the highest quarters, and the Chancellor was being re- 
proached for not securing the commercial advantages obtained 
by England and Spain. Taillandier, the French Minister, was 
uncertain how far these sentiments were those of the German 
Government, but they were ominous enough as the first 
indication by a German diplomatist of a coming challenge to 
the ambitions of France. 

The despatch of a French envoy to Fez at the end of 1904 
with a comprehensive programme of reforms was the signal 
for a change of front at Berlin. On February 11, 1905, the 
French Chargd at Tangier reported an ominous conversation 
with his German colleague. “ After the Anglo-French 
arrangement,” observed Kiihlmann, “ we supposed the French 
Government was waiting for the Franco-Spanish agreement 
before putting us in possession of the new situation ; but now 
that everything is settled we see that we have been systematic- 
ally kept aloof. The Chancellor tells me that the German 
Government was ignorant of all the agreements concerning 
Morocco, and does not acknowledge himself to be bound by 
them in any way.” Delcassd instructed the French Ambassa- 
dor at Berlin to complain of this language, and to remind the 
Government that he had answered Prince Radolin’s inquiries 
on March 23, 1904 ; that, except Russia, Germany alone was 
informed of the Anglo-French treaty before it was signed ; 



FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 39 

that no request for explanations had been made ; and that 
Berlin had also been informed of the Franco-Spanish treaty 
before it was published in September, 1904. The Under- 
secretary, who received the complaint, replied that he knew 
nothing of Kiihlmann’s declarations, but added that Germany 
was not bound by the Anglo-French or Franco-Spanish agree- 

m *After the despatch of the French mission to Fez, Holstein 
suggested that William H should visit Tangier. Biilow 
approved the plan, and the ruler reluctantly accepted their 
advice. The Norddeutsche Allgemeim Zeitung proclaimed that 
the French negotiations at Fez did not square with the avowed 
policy of maintaining the status quo in Morocco. K It is useless 
to attribute to the Tangier visit any selfish purposes against 
its integrity or independence,” declared the Chancellor in the 
Reichstag on March 29, 1905. “ No one who does not pursue 
an aggressive goal can find cause for apprehension. We have 
economic interests, and in Morocco, as in China, it is our 
interest to keep the open door.” Two days later the Kaiser 
landed at Tangier and addressed the German colony. “ The 
Empire has great and growing interests in Morocco. Com- 
merce can only progress if all the Powers are considered to 
have equal rights under the sovereignty of the Sultan and 
respect the independence of the country. My visit is the 
recognition of this independence.” The theme was developed 
in a speech to the representative of the Sultan. “It is to the 
Sultan in his capacity of independent sovereign that I pay my 
visit to-day. I hope that under his sovereignty a free Morocco 
will remain open to the peaceful competition of all nations, 
without monopoly or annexation, on a basis of absolute 
equality.” France was not mentioned, but these words were 
intended for her ears. The Wilhelmstrasse took advantage of 
the opportune collapse of Russia on the Manchurian battle- 
fields to menace her ally, but this was not the main ground for 
its action. A protest would have been made in any case. Since 
the French press had begun to speak of making Morocco a 
second Tunis, Germany was convinced that, if she did not call 
a halt, the country would be swallowed up before her eyes. 
She had now to think not only of her commerce but of her 
prestige. 

The charge against Delcassd of slighting Germany by not 
officially communicating the treaty of April 8, 1904, to the 
German Government is trivial enough, but to a graver 


40 FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 

indictment there is no reply. His fundamental error was in not 
purchasing Germany’s assent to French aims in Morocco. 
The good will of Italy had been bought by recognition of her 
claim to Tripoli, that of England by assent to her position 
in Egypt, that of Spain by the hypothetical reversion of the 
Mediterranean coast. It has been argued that since Germany 
was not a Mediterranean Power there was no obligation to 
consult her. Yet she possessed treaty rights under the Madrid 
Convention of 1880 and under a separate commercial pact with 
Fez ; her trade was rapidly increasing and her readiness to 
take offence was notorious. It was not only socialist critics 
like Jaur£s who pointed out the dangers of his policy. “ By 
incredible blindness,” wrote Ren£ Millet, an ex-Govemor of 
Tunis, “ the Government took precautions with everybody 
except the only one of its neighbours whom it had serious 
cause to fear.” 

Despite the provocation to which it was a reply, the Tangier 
demonstration proved a blunder, for the limited obligation of 
diplomatic support involved in the Anglo-French treaty of 
1904 was transformed, in fact though not in name, into a 
general understanding. Germany was no less excited than 
France, and the Kaiser delivered a series of ominous speeches 
on the western frontier. “ I hope peace will not be broken,” 
he declared at Karlsruhe on April 27. “ I hope the events now 
in progress will keep the attention of our nation awake and 
strengthen its courage. I hope we shall find ourselves united 
if it becomes necessary to intervene in world politics.” Similar 
warnings were uttered elsewhere in the Rhineland. For the 
first time since 1891 the German sword began to rattle loudly 
in its scabbard. 

On April 11 Billow, in a circular despatch, defined and 
defended his new policy. The Morocco treaty, he complained, 
was never communicated to the German Government. Yet 
Germany had not moved, since the treaty recognized the 
status quo, and he therefore assumed that France would 
consult the Powers if she aimed at changes limiting their rights. 
“ It was necessary to act when the Sultan asked us if France 
was in truth the mandatory of the Powers, when we learned 
of parts of the programme, and when great papers pointed to 
Tunis as a model.” A conference, he concluded, was the best 
solution, since Germany sought no privileges by separate 
agreement, and her interests were identical with those of other 
Powers. Meanwhile a German envoy had been despatched to 



FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 41 

Fez. A few days after his arrival in the Moorish capital the 
Sultan rejected the French reform proposals, and invited the 
signatories of the Treaty of 1880 to a conference at Tangier. 

The invitation required an immediate reply, and Delcassd 
urged that it should be declined. The Foreign Minister had 
reigned at the Quai d’Orsay for seven years, and had been 
allowed a free hand in foreign affairs while the Dreyfus case 
was being liquidated and while Waldeck-Rousseau and Combes 
were wrestling with die Church. The Tangier demonstration, 
however, had at last compelled Ministers to lift their eyes from 
domestic controversies, and Rouvier, the Premier, held very 
definite ideas as to Franco-German relations. A disciple of 
Gambetta and an expert in international finance, he had no 
mind to allow France to be dragged into a hopeless struggle 
over Morocco. Delcass6, it was clear, would have to resign. 
The air was thick with rumours of an ultimatum. At the 
decisive Cabinet, held on June 6, Delcass£ argued that France 
could not go to a Conference without humiliation, that Ger- 
many was bluffing, and that he had just received the offer of an 
alliance from Great Britain. Rouvier, who took the German 
threats very seriously, replied that the Conference must be 
accepted. He was supported by all his colleagues, and the 
Foreign Minister, after warning them that their pusillanimity 
would encourage German insolence, withdrew and resigned. 
Rouvier’s decision was inevitable, for the Ministers of Defence 
testified that France was totally unprepared for war, and the 
British offer of armed support was a legend. It is an axiom of 
statesmanship that diplomacy should never outpace military 
preparations. 1 

On the fall of Delcassd Rouvier took over the Foreign 
Office, and explained to the German Government that he could 
only consent to a Conference if a preliminary understanding on 
reforms were reached. “ If our proposals are accepted, all 
the Powers will benefit. We think a Conference dangerous 
without previous agreement and useless with it. But we do not 
definitely decline.” It would indeed have been dangerous 
to do so, as the French Ambassador in Berlin suggested after 
an alarming conversation with the Chancellor. “ He was very 
courteous, but he explained the necessity not to let this 
question mauvaise , tris mauvaise > drag on, and not to linger on a 
road bordi de pricipices et mime d’abimes. His insistence on an 

1 A detailed account of this dramatic Cabinet meeting by Chaumi£, the Minister 
of Public Instruction, is printed in D.B.F., Deuxi&me S6rie» VI, 601-4. 
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immediate decision struck me deeply and should infl uence 
your decision. He added, however, that, if France accepted 
the Conference, German diplomacy would adopt an attitude 
which would satisfy us.” 

In part owing to the tactful mediation of President Roosevelt 
to whom the Kaiser had appealed, Rouvier and the Ge rman 
Ambassador exchanged a Declaration on July 8 de fining th e 
conditions on which France accepted the Conference, and 
formally declaring that Germany did not contest the Anglo- 
French agreement of 1904. A more detailed programme was 
drawn up on September 28. The Conference was to be held 
at Algeciras, and both the French and German envoys were to 
leave Fez. At the end of the year Rouvier informed the 
Chamber of the agreement, adding that he looked forward 
with confidence to the meeting. At the same moment the 
Chancellor in the Reichstag defined his Moroccan policy as the 
preservation of economic equality in an independent state. 
Germany, he added, had a legal right to be consulted in any 
change in Morocco. “ The charge that we desire to attack 
France or to compel her to side with us against England is 
nonsense. I take hill responsibility for the journey to Tangier, 
which Bebel calls the journey of provocation, but which was 
useful in bringing to general knowledge the international 
character of the question. Cet animal est tres michant ; quand 
on V at toque il se defend .” The situation seemed a little easier, but 
even Rouvier was now full of apprehensions. The closer 
intimacy between Paris and London, dating from the Tangier 
demonstration, received a fresh extension in January 1906 
by the opening of authorized discussions between French and 
British military experts on the initiative of France, which, 
though they did not commit the Governments, pointed to the 
probability of co-operation in the event of a Franco-German 
war. 

Despite the preliminary agreements the Conference of 
Algeciras, which opened on January 16, 1906, was a prolonged 
battle between France and Germany, who received support 
from Austria alone. Italy, bound to France by secret treaties, 
gave her ally no aid. The main struggle arose on the control 
of the police in the ports. After a rupture had seemed in sight 
Germany, against the advice of Holstein, who was willing to 
play for the highest • takes, reluctantly accepted a Franco- 
Spanish mandate under a Swiss Inspector-General. On the 
other hand Bvilow established his contention that Morocco 
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was the concern of all the Powers and that Germany must 
not be ignored. Rouvier’s Cabinet had foUen while the 
Conference was in session ; but Bourgeois, who followed him 
at the Quai d’Orsay, declared to the Chamber that the special 
rights and interests of France had been preserved, ihe 
Chancellor expressed no less gratification. Germany, he 
explained, had not desired to go to war on account of Morocco, 
where she had no direct political interests and no political 
aspirations ; but to prevent her treaty rights being disposed of 
without her consent was a question of prestige. His country- 
men, however— and not the Pan-Germans alone — failed to 
share his apparent satisfaction. He had had a good hand, but 
he played it badly. He had recalled France from her absorption 
in domestic controversy to the unchanging realities of the 
Franco-German quarrel, and had revived French patriotic 
sentiment. The most enduring result of the crisis was to 
tighten the bonds between England and France, to break down 
the barriers which separated England and Russia, and thereby 
to prepare the ground for the Triple Entente. Though Del- 
cass 6 had gone and Bulovr became a Prince, die balance of 
power was tilted against Berlin. 


VI 

It became die fashion after the first Morocco crisis to speak 
of la nouvelle France, and there can be no doubt that the nation 
emerged from the ordeal with a heightened self-confidence. 
“ Tangier,” wrote the Abb6 Ernest Dimnet in France Herself 
Again, “ was a flash of lightning, after which the clouds lifted. 
What has been called the regeneration or even the resurrection 
of France dated from that shock. Garrison towns like Toul, 
Lundvilie, Verdun, and the lonely forts in their vicinity, the 
very names of which used to sound disagreeably in the ears of 
the recruits, became in great demand. The yearly manoeuvres, 
which reservists had formerly been glad to shirk, were ac- 
cepted as treats.” The moral support of Great Britain through- 
out the crisis strengthened the position of France as a Great 
Power. “ Henceforth,” testifies Poincard, “ we remained at 
least as closely united with her as with Russia. For several 
years the two Governments consulted one another day by day 
and hour by hour.” There was not a Premier or a Foreign 
Minister in the years immediately following the fall of Delcass6 
who thirsted for adventure, yet there were elements in France 
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to which the watchful waiting of official circles was pain and 
humiliation. The Nationalists damaged their cause at the 
time of the Dreyfus controversy by joining the enemies of the 
Republican regime, arid in 1900 Dlroullde was sentenced to 
ten years banishment. He was allowed to return in the autumn 
of 1905, and the Ligue des Patriotes henceforth confined its 
energies to keeping alive the ideals of the revanche . 

Militant Nationalism received a powerful impetus from 
Charles Maurras, an original member of the Action Franfaise 
founded in 1898 and its guiding spirit for the rest of his life. 
At first the only prominent Royalist in the movement, he 
quickly transformed it into a spear-head of the new Royalism 
which he defined in the most famous of his books, UEnquite 
sur la Monarchic. His domestic programme, which included the 
overthrow of Parliamentary Government by a coup d*6tat , the 
establishment of a strong executive in the hands of a King, 
provincial decentralization, and a campaign against Jews, 
Protestants and Freemasons, was reinforced by a foaming 
chauvinism. The Third Republic, he complained in his scath- 
ing work Kiel et Tangier , was as flabby in foreign policy as it 
was weak and divided at home. The revanche was preached in 
strident tones in the columns of & Action franfaise founded in 
1908 and sold in the streets by the younger members of the 
party who called themselves Camelots du Roi. Lion Daudet, a 
master of invective, joined Maurras in 1904, an d Jacques 
Bainville, though not a royalist, linked the movement to the 
wider world of bellicose nationalism. The Royalist cause 
made little progress, but the Action Franfaise movement ranks 
among the influences which braced the French people for the 
struggle of 1914. 1 

The poignant emotions of 1871 were revived by two famous 
French authors. The immense popularity of Renl Bazin’s 
novel. Las OberU y published in 1901 and subsequently drama- 
tized, revealed the undying interest in the fate of the lost 
provinces. The tragic cleavage of conviction is mirrored in 
the fortunes of a single family living under the same roof. 
The grandfather, paralysed and speechless, but with the fires 
still burning hot within him, broods grimly over the scene 
like a figure in a Greek play. The son, to whom the family 
business has been transferred, is guided exclusively by his 
interests and has made his peace with the new rlgime. His 

1 The best account of the Action F r at e at u movement is by R. E. Balfour, 
C m mb nJp Hutorical Journal, DO, 182-205. 
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daughter follows him willingly and his wife xinwillingly , 
but his son, Jean Oberte, the hero of the tale, though he has 
been educated in Berlin and Munich and has never set foot m 
France discovers on reaching manhood that, though he feels 
no hatted for Germans, his heart is French. He returns home 
to find the atmosphere poisoned by the feud. His desire to 
marry into a family of French sympathies is shipwrecked on 
the refusal of the parents to accept the son of a man who, in 
their belief, has been disloyal to France. After a few weeks of 
torment in his distracted home, where scenes are frequent and 
conversation impossible, Jean resolves to make his career in 
the fair country which he has never seen. The story ends with 
his desertion from Strassburg on the second day of his military 
service and a bold dash for the frontier, which he crosses with 
a bullet in his shoulder. His flight breaks off the engagement 
of his sister to a German officer, who declines to marry into 
the family of a deserter. Less tragic in character but no less 
popular were the novels in which Maurice Barfes, a Lorrainer 
and an ex-Boulangist, depicts the cruel conflict of hearts and 
minds. Au Service de VAllemagne describes the experience of 
Paul Ehrmann, a medical student at Strassburg, who, though 
French at heart, believes it his duty to remain in Alsace and 
hopes during his military service to make his comrades feel 
the moral superiority of France. Colette Baudocbe portrays a girl 
in Metz who is asked in marriage, and asked in vain, by a 
German soldier whom she would gladly accept but for the 
impalpable barrier. The German cause could boast of no 
champions to counterwork the emotional appeal of Bazin 

and Barfes. . 

In the lost provinces time had wrought certain changes, but 

none of a fundamental character. The so-called Dictatorship 
clause giving the Statthalter power to suspend constitutional 
rights and forbid publications was abolished in 1905. It had 
been rarely used but its removal encouraged the irreconcilable 
antagonists of the Reich, and athletic societies enlisted the 
Francophil enthusiasm of the young. The rapid development 
of industry increased the ties of material interest with Germany , 
while the growth of socialism in the towns introduced a new 
line of cleavage. Moreover the breach between the French 
Republic and the Vatican diminished the desire of Catholics 
to escape from the German frying-pan into the anti-clerical 
fire. The old electoral struggle between the Autonomists and 
the Protestataires was in a large measure replaced by the rivalry 
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of Social Democracy and the Centrum . In 1 9 1 1 the situation 
was superficially eased by the granting of the status of a federal 
unit, with manhood suffrage for the Lower Chamber ; but no 
concessions made any real difference in local sentiment or 
Franco-German relations. The Zabern incident, provoked by 
an insulting word of a young Lieutenant, who also struck a 
lame shoemaker with his sword, showed that the atmosphere 
was electric and that Germany was still in the grip of the 
military machine. Bethmann confesses regretfully in his 
apologia that the Reichsland was regarded primarily as a mili- 
tary glacis. Forty years of German rule had brought material 
prosperity, but neither liberty nor contentment. The pictures 
of Zislin and “ Hansi ” were received with delight, and the 
unchanging demands of the intransigents were voiced by 
Abbe Wetterle in the Reichstag. Where France had suc- 
ceeded in winning and keeping the sympathies of the inhabi- 
tants, Germany conspicuously failed. 

A further obstacle to Franco-German reconciliation was the 
Foreign Legion, in which men of different races who had made 
shipwreck of their lives sought oblivion or rehabilitation. To 
the new Germany, bursting with pride in her unity and 
strength, it was maddening that any of her sons should choose 
to enter the service of France, even under the pitiless African 
sun ; and it was universally believed that some of the rene- 
gades were seduced by French propaganda. The number of 
Germans serving at any moment was small, but its mere 
existence was a perpetual irritant. It was a favourite theme of 
Pan-German agitators, and a special League of Defence 
against the Foreign Legion was founded at Munich. 


VII 

France did not allow the Act of Algeciras to thwart her far- 
reaching designs in Morocco. In 1907, in consequence of 
local disturbances, she occupied Ujda on the Algerian frontier 
and Casablanca on the Atlantic coast. From 1906 to 1909, 
however, the rudder was in the hands of Clemenceau, whose 
dislike for colonial adventures was undiminished. In January, 
1908, Jules Cambon, the Ambassador at Berlin, reported that 
the German Foreign Minister desired to discuss an economic 
understanding. In March the latter informed the Reichstag 
that Franco-German relations were normal and even friendly, 
and that Germany fully recognized the loyalty of France to the 
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Act of Algeciras . These advances, however, were rudely 
interrupted by an incident which, like the Schnaebele crisis 
twenty years earlier, for some weeks threatened the peace of the 
world Some German residents in Casablanca, aided by their 
Consul, had established an agency for organizing desertions 
from the Foreign Legion, and in September, 1908, it persuaded 
two Germans, a German naturalized as a French citizen, a 
Russian, a Swiss and an Austrian to desert. The Consul pro- 
vided them with civilian clothing, hid them for some days, and 
resolved to embark them in a German steamer lymg off the 
port. Early in the morning of September z 5 they were 
accompanied to the harbour by a member of the Consulate, 
but their boat capsized and they were forced to return. The 
Commandant of the harbour noticed them and gave orders for 
their arrest. A brief struggle ensued, and the German Consul 
vainly demanded the liberation of the three Germans . 

Baron von der Lancken, Secretary to the German Embassy, 
appeared at the Quai d’Orsay and demanded “ prompt and 
complete satisfaction.” Pichon, the Foreign Minister, replied 
by deman din g that the German Consul should be disavowed 
and censured. Neither side wished to fight, but the tempera- 
ture rose rapidly. After a fortnight Germany proposed arbi- 
tration, which Pichon accepted. The Wilhelmstrasse, however, 
demanded the punishment of the port authorities at Casa- 
blanca and the release of the three German deserters, after 
which the German Consul would be punished. When Pichon 
rejoined that the matter was now referred to arbitration, the 
Ambassador again demanded the immediate liberation of the 
three Germans who had been injured in the scrimmage,, and 
the Chancellor threatened to break off diplomatic relations. 
Pichon stood firm, and replied that he must await the arbitral 
award. The Chancellor now asked for an apology for the 
arrest of the deserters before the arbitration began. At this 
critical moment encouragements to stand fast arrived from 
London and St. Petersburg, and Francis Joseph persuaded the 
Kaiser to settle the question amicably, since the Bosnian crisis 
had begun. The storm subsided as suddenly as it ha 4 arisen. 
A declaration was signed by the two Governments regretting 
the events at Casablanca and referring questions of fact as well 
as of law to arbitration. The verdict of the Hague Tribunal, 
given some months later, censured “ the grave and manifest 
fault ” of the German Consulate in aiding the escape of the 
non-German legionaries, and added that the French authorities 
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had acted correctly, except that needless violence had been 
displayed in the arrest of die deserters. 

Though the two nations had once again looked war in the 
face, the discussion of an economic partnership in Morocco 
was quickly resumed. By the agreement of February 8, 1909, 
Germany recognized the special political interests of France 
and promised not to oppose them, while France undertook 
not to thwart German commercial and industrial interests. 
Both were to “ seek to associate their nationals in the business 
which they may be able to secure.” On the same day letters 
were exchanged between Jules Cambon and Schoen, the 
Foreign Minister, declaring that the political desir ^ressement 
of Germany did not affect the positions already held by her 
nationals, but implying that they would not compete for posts 
in the public services of a political character, and that when 
their interests were associated it would be recognized that those 
of France were the most important. The agreement appeared 
to embody a profound modification of Franco-German rela- 
tions. Pichon declared that it removed all causes of conflict in 
Morocco. Prince Radolin, the German Ambassador, observed 
that a lasting entente had been secured, and the Chancellor 
explained to the Reichstag that it assured France her legitimate 
political influence without allowing her to appropriate the 
country. 

The pact of 1909 which raised such high hopes was fated 
to be an apple of discord, for the good-will of the Governments 
was paralysed by the rivalry of the business men. The spoils 
to be divided consisted of mines, public works and railways, 
and in all three so many difficulties arose that at the opening 
of 1 91 1 no progress had been made. The question of railways 
was complicated by the French claim to exclude strategic lines 
from the condominium ; but an agreement was within sight 
when in March, 191 1, a change of Ministry removed Pichon, 
the author of the pact, from the Quai d’Orsay. His place was 
taken by the inexperienced Cruppi, who was persuaded to re- 
open the question. “ It would be very inconvenient if we do 
not sign,” telegraphed Jules Cambon from Berlin ; “ if we 
make Germany think that we want to circumvent the Conven- 
tion of 1909, it would create many difficulties.” Despite this 
sensible advice Cruppi refused to sign without further reflec- 
tion. The unfavourable impression created at Berlin was 
deepened by the simultaneous refusal of the French Govern- 
ment to sanction a consortium arranged between French capital- 
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ists in the French Congo and German capitalists in the 

The decision of the Monis Cabinet to reconsider the railway 
a£rre ement synchronized with rumours of a forward policy in 
Morocco, where civil war, tribal revolts and an empty ex- 
chequer had reduced the country to anarchy. Every one knew 
that the Sultan was incapable of keeping order. On March 1 3 , 
1911, Kiderlen- Wachter, who succeeded Schoen as Foreign 
Minister in 1910, uttered a warning to Jules Cambon. “ Ger- 
man opinion might be excited, and it would be wise if Germany 
were informed in good time. By small successive operations 
France might be led on to an even more extended operation, 
which would end by annulling the Act of Algeciras.” The 
Ambassador replied that French plans were not fixed, but that 
theAct of Algeciras would be respected. On April 4 he 
intimated that France would probably be forced to occupy 
Rabat, and Kiderlen replied that he was apprehensive of the 
effect of the news on German opinion. On April 1 9 Cruppi 
informed Berlin that in view of the danger to Europeans 
France had responded to the Sultan’s appeal for aid by organiz- 
ing a force for the relief of Fez, which was surrounded by 
rebels, and that a French column would be available if required 
to succour the capital. Bethmann now added his warnings to 
those of Kiderlen. Germany, he declared, had no reason to 
believe that the Europeans in Fez were in danger, though 
foreign military operations might provoke it. “ You know 
German opinion on Morocco, and I must take it into account. 
If you go to Fez, you will stay there, and then the whole 
Moroccan question will be raised, which I wish at all costs to 
avoid. I do not say No, because I cannot assume responsibility 
for your compatriots, but I cannot encourage you. I can only 
counsel prudence.” “ The Chancellor,” reported Jules 
Cambon, “ does not seek adventures in Morocco and only 
wishes to maintain Germany’s economic interests ; not so the 
Pan-Germans. We must try to solve the problem without 
putting ourselves too much forward. I deplore the articles in 
our press on the T unisification of Morocco, which are brought 
up against our official declarations.” 

William II was always a moderate in regard to Morocco. 
He had shrunk from war tn 1905-6, and in 191 1 he was much 
less disturbed by French schemes than his advisers. “ It will 
suit us quite well,” he telegraphed from Corfu, “ if the French 

cre.t tied un in Morocco with troons and monev. and I think it 
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is not in our interests to prevent it. If they break the Algeciras 
Act we can first leave it to the other Powers, above all Spain, 
to protest. ” If the public demanded the despatch of warships 
the Chancellor was to damp down the cry. These phrases 
might have been used by Bismarck. The ruler’s influence 
in the shaping of foreign policy, however, was at all times 
limited, and on this occasion events moved so quickly that his 
cautious counsels fell on deaf ears. At the end of April Jules 
Cambon told Kiderlen that bad news had arrived from Fez, 
and that France must take measures to rescue French and other 
European residents. This was no breach of the Algeciras 
Act, he argued. There was no intention of occupying the 
capital or infringing the sovereignty of the Sultan. Kiderlen 
rejoined that he had full confidence in the sincerity of the 
French Government, but events sometimes produced unin- 
tended results. If French troops remained in Fez, so that the 
Sultan only ruled with the aid 6f French bayonets, Germany 
would regard the Act as finished and would resume complete 
liberty of action. He followed up his warning to France 
with a memorandum •which secured the Kaiser’s assent. 
“ The occupation of Fez would prepare the way for the 
swallowing of Morocco by France. We should obtain nothing 
by protests, and should suffer a moral defeat which it would 
be hard to bear. ... If they establish themselves in Fez out 
of anxiety for their nationals, we too have a right to defend our 
own. We have large German firms in Mogador and Agadir. 
German ships could go to these ports for the protection of 
these firms.” Here was the new course — to take pledges and 
await a French offer. The German press began to peg out 
counter-claims, and even the Berliner Tageblatt clamoured for 
a port at Agadir. On May 1 the Norddeutscbe uAllgemeint 
Zeitung announced that a violation of the Act of Algeciras, 
voluntary or otherwise, would restore to all its signatories 
their liberty of action. 

Despite these reiterated warnings a French force entered 
Fez on May 21 and rescued the Sultan from danger. The 
German view that a new situation had been created was 
shared by Spain, who proceeded to occupy the northern zone 
assigned to her by the secret treaty of 1904. Cruppi vainly 
attempted to reopen the railway negotiations at Berlin, and on 
June ii Jules Cambon administered some soothing syrup. 
France, he declared, had no desire to infringe the Algeciras 
Act, and she intended to recall her troops from the capital as 
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soon as possible. “ I am still very anxious about Morocco,” 
rejoined the Chancellor. “ German opinion is on the alert 
French influence is growing, whether she wishes it or not. If 
you leave Fez, you will be compelled to return within a year. 
In Germany people will say that German interests are being 
neglected, and I see the possibility of extremely grave diffi- 
culties.” “ Possibly,” replied the Ambassador, “ but nobody 
can prevent Morocco falling one day under our influence, 
yj^hy should we not discuss all outstanding matters except 
Alsace-Lorraine ? We could try to give German opinion satis- 
factions which would allow it to watch our influence in 
Morocco develop without disquiet.” “ I will think it over,” 
rejoined the Chancellor ; “ but go and see Kiderlen at Kissin- 

gen.” Jules Gambon took his advice. 

On June 22 some plain speaking took place. The situation, 
began the Foreign Secretary, had been completely transformed, 
with forces under French officers throughout the country and a 
Sultan at the orders of France. “ Have you forgotten the 
compact of 1909,” retorted the Ambassador, “ which recognizes 
French political influence ? ” “ Influence is not Protectorate,” 
rejoined Kiderlen, “ and you are on the road to organize a 
veritable Protectorate.” Cambon observed that it was not easy 
in dealing with a barbarous country to fix how far influence 
could go, and proposed a general discussion like that between 
France and England in 1903. “ I agree,” was the reply; “ if we 
confine ourselves to Morocco we shall not succeed. It is 
useless to plaster over a tottering structure.” The Ambassador 
explained that French opinion would not allow Germany any 
part of Morocco, but “ one could look elsewhere.” “ Yes,” 
replied Kiderlen, “ but you must tell us what you want. Bring 
us back something from Paris.” Cambon travelled straight 
home, where he reported the conversation to Cruppi. The 
same evening the Monis Cabinet fell. 

Till this moment the policy of Germany had been irre- 
proachable. She possessed treaty rights and commercial 
interests in Morocco. Warnings conveyed in courteous terms 
had produced no effect. Kiderlen, like Holstein before him, 
was prepared to take risks. As long ago as April “ the Swabian 
Bismarck,” as his admirers called him, told his friend Weiz- 
sacker, the Premier of Wiirttemberg, that he was meditating 
the occupation of Agadir. The action of Spain indicated that 
the hour had struck. A Foreign Office memorandum drafted 
on May 30 argued that north Morocco would soon be French, 
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that military domination would involye commercial privilege, 
and that French public opinion would veto a serious offer. A 
Sultan who could only rule with foreign help was not the 
sovereign ruler envisaged by the Algedras Act. Germany 
should resume full liberty of action, and follow up her declara- 
tion by sending cruisers to Mogador and Agadir. France 
would then offer compensation, and no storm was likely to 
arise. If she took it quietly, England would not make diffi- 
culties, and she might be told that Germany was ready for a 
deal if compensation in the French Congo were offered. The 
Chancellor accepted the plan, the Kaiser’s assent was secured, 
and the P 'anther was ordered to Agadir. 

Before the French Cabinet had time to consider Cambon’s 
report on the Kissingen conversations the German Ambassador 
informed the Quai d’Orsay on July 1 that a gunboat had been 
sent to Agadir to defend German nationals and interests in 
that region. The Panther's spring, like the Tangier speech, 
ruined a sound legal case. Both countries, curiously enough, 
had repeated their mistakes of 1905. France pushed forward 
in Morocco without buying off German hostility, and Germany 
replied by banging her fist on the table. On July 9 Jules 
Cambon and Kiderlen began the conversations which were to 
continue for four months. Germany, it was understood, would 
give France a free hand in Morocco in return for compensation 
in the Congo. When, however, the Foreign Minister sug- 
gested the cession of the French Congo, the French Govern- 
ment was alarmed, and Mr. Lloyd George intervened with the 
strident Mansion House threat. Kiderlen modified his 
demands, but he continued to ask more than France would 
consent to give. He had no desire for war, but he was not in 
the least afraid of playing with fire. “ He who announces in 
advance that he will not fight can achieve nothing in politics,” 
he remarked, and he had a stronger will than either the Kaiser 
or Bethmann. Early in September a financial panic on the 
Berlin Bourse revealed the acute tension. Despite Germany’s 
superior military strength the Mo ro cco-Congo treaties signed 
on November 4 were a triumph for France, who rounded off 
her African Empire at the price of an unhealthy slice of the 
tropics. The French case had been conducted by Caillaux 
and Jules Cambon with conspicuous firmness and skill. The 
German Colonial Minister, who had been overruled, resigned 
in disgust. The Chancellor’s statements that the Panther was 
not sent to acquire territory and that South Morocco was not a 
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desirable possession for Germany were greeted with derisive 
laughter in the Reichstag. Kiderlen’s threats of war and the 
outbursts in the Pan-German press added to the store of lll-wiU 
that had been accumulating in France for forty years. In 
Germany, on the other hand, the wrath of the people was 
directed far more against Great Britain for what was considered 
her needless intervention than against France for the stubborn 
defence of her acknowledged interests. 

vm 

The Agadir crisis was followed in England by a slight Anglo- 
German rapprochement, inaugurated by Haldane’s mission to 
Berlin, and in France by the accession to power of Poincard 
with a strong team. The personality of the new Premier made 
a deep impression on Iswolsky, the Russian Ambassador, 
whose despatches vividly portray the revival of self-confidence 
in governing circles in France. During the twelve months of 
his premiership the bonds between the members of the Triple 
Entente were further tightened in view of the European war 
which few experienced statesmen expected to avoid. A 
Franco-Russian Naval Convention was signed, the French 
fleet was transferred to the Mediterranean in friendly agree- 
ment with Eng l an d, and the Grey-Cambon letters defined the 
relations between London and Paris. When an agent of the 
German Foreign Office visited Paris in March, 1912, with the 
offer of “ wide autonomy in Alsace-Lorraine ” in his pocket, 
he found no response in the official world. “ The German 
Government,” commented Poincar6, “ seems to pursue with 
unwearying persistence a rapprochement which only a com- 
plete repudiation of the past ’would render possible. To listen 
to such propositions would be to quarrel with England and 
Russia and to lose the benefit of the policy which France has 
pursued for years. We should only obtain illusory satisfactions 
for Alsace, and we should find ourselves next day isolated.” 
Bethmann declares in his Memoirs that after the coming of 
Poincar£ to power the French Ambassador in Berlin was a 
different man. He remained as courteous as ever, but the 
improvement of relations was no longer the theme of his 
conversation. The polite telegrams to the Kaiser which 
Poincar6 quotes as evidence of the correctness of his attitude did 
not disguise the fact that the two nations had at no time since 
1871 been further apart; and France no longer stood alone. 
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The Balkan wars of 1912-1915 once more led Europe to 
the brink of the abyss. Though neither French nor German 
interests were directly involved, their respective allies were 
ready to fly at each other’s throats, and the ten months of con- 
flict left a gnawing malaise. The German army, already slightly 
augmented in 1912 in consequence of the Morocco crisis 
received in 1913 an increase of 170,000 men, the largest ever 
known ; while a capital levy of fifty millions was imposed to 
bring fortifications and artillery up to date. In introducing the 
Army Bill the Chancellor justified his demands by the dis- 
placement of power resulting from the Balkan wars, pointed 
to the growing menace of Pan-Slavism and French chauvinism, 
and spoke ominously of a conflict between the Teuton and the 
Slav. The Bill passed without opposition, for Germany was 
convinced that her safety could only be guaranteed by the 
strength of her right arm. Austria was weakened by racial 
dissension, Italy an uncertain ally, Turkey defeated, Roumania 
drifting towards St. Petersburg, while the enmity of France 
was unchanged, the hostility of Russia increasing, and the 
loyalty of Great Britain to her new friends beyond reproach. 

If Germany was aware of her peril, she was also arrogantly 
conscious of her strength. Russia, it was widely believed, was 
rotten to the core, France decadent, England occupied with 
sport. In the middle of the ’nineties Bebel described his 
fellow-countrymen as still drunk with victory. Public opinion 
had grown ever more restless and excitable, and loudly insisted 
on Germany having her place in the sun. The centenary of 
1813 raised the national temperature, though the Festspiel of 
Gerhart Hauptmann disappointed the more fiery patriots. 
“ The Kaiser is profoundly pacific,” wrote the Belgian 
Minister from Berlin on March 8, 1913, “ but the spirit of the 
governing classes is very different.” Though the Social 
Democrats emerged from the elections of 1912 the most 
powerful party in the Reichstag, the ferment among the middle 
and upper classes struck all observers. Otfried Nippold, 
returning after several years in the Far East, was shocked by 
the change, and in his German Chauvinism, published in 1913, 
courageously held the mirror up to his fellow-countrymen. 
Bernhardi’s Germany and tlx Next War proclaimed, like 
Trcitschkc during the Bismarckian era, that war was part of 
the divine order. The Pan-German League, small in numbers 
but skilful in propaganda and insatiable in its demands, had 
been reinforced by the Dcutscher Wehrverein, founded in 191a 
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bv General Keim, who declared that a war was inevitable. 
The unwearying activities of Tirpite and the Navy League 
found an eager response. “ There is a smell of blood in t e 
air ” echoed General Liebert. The political Generals had 
become a national peril, but some of the journalists and pro- 
fessors were nearly as bad. 1 The peace-loving Bethmann 
regretfully confesses that Germany got on the nerves of the 

world. , t . 

The European situation was reviewed at this moment in 

rct \ m but grave tones in Prince Bulow’s Imperial Germany. 
“ The resentment against Germany might well be called the 
soul of French policy. The other international questions 
are more of a material nature and only concern the body. Jt 
is a peculiarity of the French nation that they place spiritual 
above material needs. The intransigence of France is a fact that 
we must reckon with in our political calculations. It seems to 
me weakness to entertain the hope of a real and sincere recon- 
ciliation with France so long as we have no intention of giving 
up Alsace-Lorraine, and there is no such intention in Germany. 
So long as France thinks she perceives a possibility of winning 
back the provinces, either by her own unaided efforts or with 
the help of others, she will consider the existing arrangement 
provisional and not final. The aim of French policy for many 
years to come will be to create the necessary conditions, which 
are lacking to-day, for a settlement with Germany with good 
prospect of success. It is a proof of a lively sense of honour if a 
nation suffers so keenly from a simple injuiy to its -pride that 
the desire for retribution becomes the ruling passion of the 

people.” 

Friends and observers began to detect a change in the 
Kaiser himself. “ He spoke with a note which was new to me,” 
reported Bishop Boyd Carpenter after a visit to Berlin in June, 
1913 ; “ I felt that he was under the influence of a great fear.” 
*« From the beginning of 1913,” testifies Bethmann, “ he spoke 
to me of the coalition which was forming against us and would 
fall upon us.” His anxiety was revealed to King Albert at 
Potsdam in November, 1913. “ Enmity against us is increas- 
ing,” wrote the French Ambassador after the Belgian visit, 
“ and the Emperor has ceased to be the friend of peace. 
His personal influence has been exerted on many critical 
occasions, but he has come to think that war with France is 
inevitable. As he advances in years, the reactionary tendencies 

1 See Vergcet, La 'Promt tn danger, 1913. 
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of the Court, and especiaUy the impatience of the soldiers, 
obtain a greater hold over his mind. Perhaps he feels some 
slight jealousy of the popularity of his son, who flatters the 
passions of the Pan-Germans. The Emperor and his Chief of 
the Staff may'have wished to induce the King of the Belgians 
not to make any opposition in the event of a conflict between 
us. Whatever the object of the conversation, the revelation is 
one of extreme gravity. We must keep our powder dry.” 
In the following months Baron Beyens, the Belgian Minister, 
noticed that William II was becoming less friendly to French 
visitors. “ I have often held out my hand to France,” he 
remarked at a Court ball in February, 1914, “ and she has 
replied with kicks. They had better take care at Paris, for I 
shall not always be here.” Colonel House, visiting Berlin in 
May, 1914, with a view to an Anglo-German- American 
Entente, was appalled by the militarism which surrounded the 
ruler. “ The whole of Germany is charged with electricity,” 
he reported. “ Everybody’s nerves are tense. It only 
needs a spark to set the whole thing off.” Meanwhile a new 
series of unfortunate incidents fanned the flame. When a 
Zeppelin descended at Luneville, Frenchmen believed that it 
had come to spy ; and when some commercial travellers were 
molested at Nancy there was an outburst in the Reichstag, 
only partially appeased by the dismissal of the Prefect. Though 
the desire for war with France or anybody else was confined to 
a small section of the German population, which did not 
include the Kaiser, the Chancellor or the Foreign Secretary, 
there was no instinctive shrinking from a conflict and very 
little anxiety as to its result. Since Moltke’s victories the 
invincibility of German arms had been an article of faith. 

The atmosphere in France, though less neurotically excited, 
contained explosive elements. “ The British attitude in 1911,” 
reported the Belgian Minister at Paris in October, 1912, 
“ caused a revulsion of feeling. To say that the French nation 
has become bellicose would be going too far. The agricul- 
turist, the bourgeois, the merchant, the industrialist know 
what a conflagration would cost them ; yet the country is 
confident of success. We must count with the turbulent 
youth and the military. The men at the head of affairs are 
sincerely pacific, but their action is excessive. It is good to 
restore to a nation its dignity but dangerous to foster its 
chauvinism. They began by military parades and marching 
through Paris. The visit of the Grand Duke Nicholas excited 
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national sentiment. Millerand, the Minister of War, accom- 
panied him to the frontier, whence the Grand Duchess saluted 
the lost provinces, and the visit concluded with a review at 
Nancy which became a demonstration against the Treaty of 
Frankfurt. Opinion forced the hand of Napoleon in 1870, 
and could again confront the Governments with a situation 
leaving no issue but war.” The most chauvinist tirades in the 
theatres and the cafS cbantants, added the same witness in May, 
19x3, aroused frenzied applause. Benckendorff, the Russian 
Ambassador in London, reported his impression that of all 
the Powers represented in the Ambassadors’ Conference during 
the Balkan conflict France was the one who would see war 
with the least regret. The election of Poincar6 as President of 
the Republic in January, 1913, proclaimed and increased the 
new spirit of confidence. He remarked to the German 
Ambassador that the people were pacific, but would not 
tolerate a second Agadir. Delcassd was sent as Ambassador to 
St. Petersburg to hasten the military measures agreed by the 
General Staffs. The increase of the German army compelled 
France to restore the three years’ service which had been dis- 
carded in 1903 ; and though the law was strenuously fought 
by the Socialists and the Caillaux Radicals, France, like Ger- 
many, was ready for sacrifices. 

The atmosphere of Paris during the last years of peace is 
reflected in the thoughtful Memoirs of Schoen, who suc- 
ceeded Radolin at the Rue de Lille in 1910. The phrase 
“ friendly and neighbourly relations ” was used for the first 
time on his presentation to President Failures, and the new 
Ambassador did his utmost to realize the ideal he had ex- 
pressed ; but, like other peacemakers, he found the path 
blocked by the impalpable barrier. “ In spite of the lapse of 
forty years, in spite of the country having achieved renewed 
prosperity, in spite of the acquisition of colonial possessions, 
in spite of having long since recovered the position of a Great 
Power, the wound of 1871 would not heal. The majority of 
the people were naturally less fiercely patriotic as time went on, 
but an active minority kept up the smouldering fire with a 
view to its bursting into flames at the given moment. When I 
suggested to M. Barthou, the Premier, that it was a great pity 
to exhaust ourselves on armaments and st/ife, he replied. 
Render-nous V Alsace-Lorraine, alors nous serons les meilleurs amis 
de la terre .” How could he say anything else? In his lectures 
on the origins of the war Po incar £ declares that France would 
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never have taken the initiative in a war of liberation, and that 
no French Minister ever pronounced the word revanche ; 
but he adds that they one and all declined to forget the two 
provinces and to be guilty of a cowardly betrayal. The watch- 
word of successive governments was : Neither war nor 
renunciation 1 

The heads of the French army were no longer mortally 
afraid of their formidable neighbours. In a series of widely- 
read works. La France victorieuse dans la Guerre de Demain , 
UOffensive contre VAllemagne , and UAllemagne en Piril, Colonel 
Boucher, ex-Chief of the Department of Military Operations 
of the General Staff, exhorted his countrymen to sleep quiet 
in their beds. France, it was true, was outstripped in popula- 
tion, and was weakened by pacifism and ministerial instability. 
“ So Germany thinks she could defeat us, and treats us like a 
conquered country. But she is mistaken. This book proves 
that if we are attacked we are certain of victory. If war broke 
out to-morrow, we should certainly be supported by our two 
allies, Russia and England. We are sure of resisting till Russia 
invades Germany, and then we shall take the offensive and 
recover Alsace-Lorraine.” Another officer worked out the 
partition of Germany after the coming war. During the two 
fast years of peace the German Military Attach^ in Paris sent 
home a stream of reports on the visible improvement of the 
French army. 

In a remarkable volume, entitled Faites m Rat, sinon fat/es 
la Paix , published in 1913, Marcel Sembat, a distinguished 
Socialist Deputy of the school of Jaurfcs, implored his country- 
men to reflect and to choose. The system of alliances, he 
argued, was leading Europe towards war. The question of 
Alsace-Lorraine dominated the life and fortunes of France. 
It was necessary to decide between those who reluctandy 
acquiesced in the status quo and those who aspired to over- 
throw it at the first favourable opportunity. If the latter aim 
were adopted as the official policy, it was essential to restore the 
Monarchy and to concentrate every ounce of material and 
spiritual energy on preparing for the inevitable conflict. If, 
on the other hand, as the author desired, France was prepared 
to accept the verdict of Sedan, the quarrel should be brought 
to an end, all the more since, in his opinion, the population of 
the Rhine provinces dreaded nothing so much as war and 
wished for autonomy within the German Empire. . 

Frenchmen rejected both the proffered alternatives of 



FRANCO-GERMAN RELATIONS 1871-1914 59 

monarchy and renunciation. Ever since the first Morocco 
crisis of 1905 most of the leading statesmen and soldiers ot 
Europe had regarded a general conflict as extremely probable, 
though opinions differed as to its date and whether it would 
start in the east or the west. The Continent was racked by three 
separate but simultaneous antagonisms. The oldest was the 
quarrel between France and Germany over Alsace and Lor- 
raine. Second in order of time was the competition of Russia 
and Austria for hegemony in the Near East. The most recent 
was the rivalry between England and Germany for the com- 
mand of the seas. Moreover the network of alliances ensured 
that a serious quarrel between any two of the Great Powers 
would develop into a general scrimmage. Diplomatic and 
military preparations for the struggle were pushed forward 
everywhere. When the call from St. Petersburg came in July 
1914 France’s unhesitating response was due, not merely to 
her loyalty to the alliance which she had sought so eagerly, but 
to her hope that the sword of the Entente would restore the 
children whom she had lost in 1871, who had never forgotten 
her, and whom she had never ceased to mourn. The recovery 
of the Rhine provinces, declares Paldologue, who worked with 
Delcass6 at the Quai d’Orsay, was his darling dream, the 
unavowed goal of all his efforts, hlillions of Frenchmen felt 
the same. Peacemakers on both sides of the Rhine had done 
their best for forty years, but their labours were in vain. The 
problem of Franco-German reconciliation was insoluble. 
Some wounds are so deep and painful that they never heal, 
for man does not live by bread alone. 
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THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF 

THE FIRST WORLD WAR 

T HE edifice which collapsed in 1918 was erected in 1871, 
when military hegemony in Europe passed from Paris to 
Berlin. For the next twenty years Bismarck bestrode the 
Continent like a colossus, but the contriver of three wars was 
transformed into a pillar of peace. We are satiated, he 
declared, and he meant what he said. Henceforth his task was 
to buttress the status quo by alliances and ententes. He never 
expected France to forgive the loss of Alsace and Lorraine, 
but she was too weak to reconquer them while she stood alone. 
His aim accordingly was to keep her in quarantine. Austria 
became an ally in 1879 ; the Triple Alliance was formed in 
1882 by the adhesion of Italy; Roumania secretly bound 
herself to the Central Powers in 1883. \J^ith Russia and Eng - 
land it was impossible to conclude similar arrangements, but 
their benevolent neutrality was secured by the simple expe- 
dient of not getting in their way. So far as Germany was 
concerned Russia could have a free hand in the eastern half of 
the Balkan peninsula ; and England had no quarrel with a 
statesman who cared nothing for naval power and little for 
colonial enterprise. Ruthless in premeditated attack but 
moderate in the hour of victory, he preached and practised the 
doctrine of limited liability. Though the German Empire was by 
far the strongest Power in Europe, he neither overestimated nor 
overtaxed its strength. It was quite enough to be exposed 
to the incurable hostility of France. He had created the 
nation-state which his countrymen had longed to possess, and 
he wanted nothing more. Bismarck, like Cavour, was a great 
nationalist, never an Imperialist. 

With the dropping of the pilot in 1890 the European 
situation changed rapidly, and the next twenty-four years 
witnessed the crumbling of the imposing Bismarckian edifice. 
The first challenge to the status quo was the Franco-Russian 
alliance, outlined in 1891, concluded in 1893, and announced in 
1895. Holy Russia had overcome her instinctive shrinking 
from Republican France while the Iron Chancellor was still 
at the helm ; but it was Berlin’s non-renewal of his so-called 
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Secret Treaty of Reinsurance (concluded with Russia in 1887 
for three years) on the morrow of his fall which removed the 
last serious obstacle to a partnership between Paris and St. 
Petersburg. If Napoleon used to say that he feared nothing 
but a hungry Paris, it was the “ nightmare of coalitions ” 
which had kept Bismarck awake. When he was gone the 
danger at once began to materialize. After twenty years of 
impotence France had recovered her self-confidence and 
escaped from her narrow cage. The Triple Alliance remained 
stronger than its rival, but it was no longer supreme. 

With the wire to St. Petersburg cut and the Dual Alliance 
in being, it was vital for Berlin to maintain the friendship of 
England unimpaired. There were six Great Powers in Europe, 
of which three were now in one camp and two in the other. 
England stood aloof, though “ splendid isolation ” was an 
attitude, not a principle. She had taken part in the Crimean 
War and she might intervene in Continental struggles again. 
Her policy rested on the two time-honoured maxims of Naval 
Supremacy and the Balance of Power. The first she defined 
in 1889 by the formula of the Two Power Standard (the 
British Navy to be stronger than the two next Continental 
fleets combined), with her eye on France and Russia. The 
second meant that she tended to oppose, by diplomacy or war, 
any European state at once so strong and so potentially hostile 
as to threaten her safety. Bismarck had little respect for our 
institutions or statesmen, but he fully realized the decisive 
part we could play. In 1879 and again in 1889 he sounded us 
about an alliance, and when, yielding to a growing demand, 
he established a Colonial Empire in 1884 he achieved his 
purpose without forfeiting our good will. Caprivi, his succes- 
sor in the Chancellorship, equally understood that, so long 
as England remained friendly, France and Russia would 
scarcely dare to attack the Central Powers ; and William II, 
erratic and temperamental though he was, knew too much of 
the British navy to underestimate its strength. 

Here was the acid test of the men who succeeded Bismarck — 
the young Emperor, Caprivi, Marschall, the Foreign Minister, 
Holstein, the most influential member of the Foreign Office, 
Hohcnlohe, the third Chancellor. Russia was lost : could the 
confidence and good will of England be retained ? The 
Kaiser’s telegram to Kruger, congratulating him on the 
repulse of the Jameson raid in January, 1896, gave the reply. 
Anglo-German relations had been friendly enough in the last 
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two decades of the Bismarck era, but the launching of this high 
explosive destroyed much of his work. The Raid was un- 
authorized and indefensible and it was promptly repudiated 
bv the British Government ; but the sudden revelation ot 
German interest in South Africa, and still more the provocative 
form in which it was expressed, stirred the British people to 
the depths. For the first time since the foundation ot the 
German Empire both countries talked openly of war. The 
crisis passed, and the Kaiser was warmly welcomed in England 
“oie than once in the coming years, but the lightning flash 
was never forgotten. The significance of the incident was 
seized by Italy, who, mindful of our ancient friendship and 
trembling for her undefended coasts, informed her allies that 
she could not join in the fight if England were on the opposite 
side. It was a plain warning to Berlin that, if the wire to 
London were to be cut by some unskilful hand, the wire to 
Rome would also cease to work. Almost at the same moment 
Japan was estranged by a Three Power summons to disgorge 
the mainland fruits of her victory over China in the war of 
1894-5. Russia was an acknowledged rival, and France as 
her ally dared not lag behind ; but why, asked the Japanese, 
should Germany join in the game ? “ We shall remember,” 
observed a Japanese statesman with the pregnant brevity of his 
race. The wise Bismarckian tradition of limited liability was 
breaking down. The Austrian alliance, the core of the system, 
remained intact, but the inorganic realm of the Hapsburgs, 
with its diverse racial elements, was weaker than it looked. 
When Marschall left the Wilhelmstrasse in 1897 to become 
Ambassador at Constantinople the international position of 
Germany was decidedly weaker than when he entered it in 
1890. A fine vessel had been unskilfully steered. 

If William II had made a bad start, the Bulow era, which 
opened in 1897 arid lasted twelve years, brought no relief. 
Germany naturally desired to join in the game of Imperialism 
which was being played by all the Great Powers except Austria, 
but her citizens had the right to demand that its prizes should 
be related to the risks. Since Weltpolitik was the order of the 
day, two tempting courses lay open — the exploitation of 
Asiatic Turkey and the creation of a first-class fleet. The 
former was bound to alarm Russia, the latter to estrange 
England. Though common prudence pointed to a choice, the 
fatal error was committed of pursuing both policies at once. 
The creation of a Hieh Seas fleet under the insniration of 
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Tirpitz, who was appointed to the Admiralty in 1897, began 
with the Navy Laws of 1898 and 1900 ; and the vast project 
of the Bagdad Railway was launched in 1 899, carrying with it 
the political and economic predominance at Constantinople. 
In the early stages of these enterprises the danger of Germany 
shouldering a burden beyond even her gigantic strength was 
so little realized by William II and his advisers that the golden 
opportunity presented by British embarrassments in South 
Aftica was allowed to slip. 

Before the Boer War cast its shadow over the scene, a slight 
Anglo-German rapprochement had begun. A secret treaty in 
1898 mapped out hypothetical spheres of influence in the 
Portuguese colonial empire, and Germany obtained a foothold 
in Samoa in 1899. The seizure of an ice-free Port Arthur by 
Russia in the spring of 1898 and the Fashoda crisis in the 
autumn of the same year, provoked by the planting of the 
French flag on the Upper Nile, emphasized our isolation and 
turned wistful eyes to Berlin. Commercial competition with 
Germany was becoming very keen, but it never seriously 
affected either popular sentiment or official diplomacy. 
While Salisbury saw no reason to abandon the practice of 
keeping our hands free, Joseph Chamberlain, the Colonial 
Secretary, was not the only one of his colleagues who felt the 
need of a powerful friend to balance the hostility of France and 
Russia. Without committing the Cabinet he discussed the 
possibilities of a defensive agreement with the German 
Ambassador. Never before had a British Minister, officially 
or unofficially, dangled an alliance before the German Empire, 
but his advances were coldly received. Such a commitment, 
in Billow’s eyes, would inevitably antagonize Russia, with 
whom Germany had no quarrel and against whose enormous 
army England could furnish no military aid. “ At the present 
fimp Germany, who is confronted with no immediate or 
prospective danger, has no reason to shoulder the risks of an 
alliance. . . . The great majority of the German people do 
not at the present moment believe they are threatened from the 
East. It would therefore be difficult to justify an alliance 

which automatically stamps Russia as our foe. 

Biilow’s attitude never changed, and his official advisers, 
with Holstein at their head, approved it. He was favourably 
impressed by his visit to England in the autumn 0^1899* 
when the Kaiser came over for the first time since the Kruger 
telegram, but Chamberlain’s arguments made no more impres- 



THE DIPLOMATIC BACKGROUND OF J914 «S 


sion than in the previous year. When the Colonial Secretary 
Joke at Leicester of a new triple alliance or undemanding 
between England, Germany and the United States, the Gc rrn ^ 
Foreign Secretary in his next speech to the Reichstag pointed y 
ignored an utterance which had echoed round the world, 
was true enough that in mentioning the word alliance Cham- 
berlain had overshot the mark, and it was equally true that the 
Boer War, which had begun on October 9, 1899, was detested 
in Germany. Yet it was a costly error not to nurture the 
tender plant of Anglo-German understanding sown at Wind- 
sor. The attitude of the German Government throughout the 
struggle in South Africa was correct enough, but there was no 
longer any confidence between the peoples. The holding up 
of German steamers outside Delagoa Bay, wrongly suspected 
of carrying contraband to the Boers, caused exasperation, while 
the so-called Yang-tse treaty of 1900, designed to defend 
British and German commerce against Russian encroachments 
in China, did more harm than good owing to differences of 


interpretation. 

An alliance between England and Germany was officially 
discussed for the first and last time in 1 90 1 . When the Kaiser 
hurried to the deathbed of Queen Victoria in January of that 
year, Biilow, who succeeded Hohenlohe as Chancellor in 
1900, warned him not to commit himself. “ English embar- 
rassments will grow in the coming months, and therewith our 
price will rise. ... It would be a masterstroke if Your 
Majesty succeeded in leaving the English their hope of future 
intimacy without prematurely binding ourselves. The 
threatened rapprochement with the Dual Alliance is only a 
nightmare invented to frighten us.” There was never much 
life in the ensuing negotiations. The proposal of an alliance, 
according to Lansdowne, who succeeded Salisbury as Foreign 
Minister in 1900, came from Eckardstein, who represented 
the German Embassy during the illness of Hatzfeldt, his chief; 
but Eckardstein’s report disingenuously attributes the initiative 
to the British statesman. Biilow naturally accepted the version 
which reached him, but he was not tempted by the imaginary 
bait. The problem at issue seemed to him quite simple. 
Germany was on good terms with Russia, and England was 
not. An Anglo-Russian war seemed probable, but why should 
Germany be dragged in ? If England would enter the T riple 
Alliance, that was another matter and her support would be 
welcomed; but nobody desired to takfe such a risky step. 
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“ The liability of having to defend the German and Austrian 
frontiers against Russia,” wrote Salisbury in an impressive 
Memorandum, “ is heavier than that of having to defend the 
British Isles against France.” He saw no cause for alarm : 
with an unchallengeable navy England could look after her- 
self. Moreover no British Government could foretell the 
reaction of public opinion before the casus belli occurred. 
Lansdowne, unlike his chief, was ready for a limited regional 
agreement with Germany, but this possibility was ruled out at 
Berlin. As Metternich, the new German Ambassador, 
remarked at the close of 1901, it was a case of “ all or nothing.” 

The failure of the negotiations left no soreness behind, for 
neither party cared greatly for their success ; yet from this 
time onwards the two Governments and peoples drifted ever 
further from one another. A sharp exchange between Cham- 
berlain and Biilow on the conduct of British and German 
armies in the wars of 1870 and 1899 generated a good deal of 
heat. Naval co-operation in the winter of 1902-3 in Venezuela, 
who refused to pay her debts, was intensely unpopular in 
England. British participation in financing the Bagdad 
Railway was approved by Balfour, the new Prime Minister, 
by Lansdowne, by the City, by the British Ambassadors in 
Constantinople and Berlin ; but the plan was wrecked by 
unofficial Unionist opposition in Parliament and the press in 
the spring of 1903. So unpopular had Germany become even 
before the naval rivalry was acute that co-operation in any form 
aroused angry antagonism. 

In the history of British policy the years 1902 and 1903 
stand out in bold relief. The conquest of the Transvaal and 
the Orange Free State in 1902, following the conquest of the 
Sudan in 1898, marks the stage where the sentiment of Imperial 
expansion reached saturation point. There was no craven 
fear of being great, to use Tennyson’s famous phrase, but we 
had enough. The British Empire — the biggest in the world — 
merely desired to keep what it had taken centuries to get. 
Our battleships remained the first line of defence, yet diplo- 
macy might well assist. Germany had not yet become in any 
real sense an enemy, but she had ceased to be a friend. Since 
Salisbury’s retirement in 1902 men were at the helm who felt 
the growing danger of isolation in an armed and threatening 
world. Fruitless though they were, the Anglo-German 
negotiations of 1901 revealed that more flexible minds were at 
work. The century of isolation had reached its close. The 
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first concrete sign of the new spirit was the conclusion of an 
alliance with Japan in January, 1902, the object of which was 
to oppose Russian domination in the Far East, which threa- 
tened our valuable Chinese market. 

Far more important was the rapprochement with France, 

which began to be academically discussed in 1902 between 
Lansdowne and Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador. For 
several years each country had grounds of complaint. English- 
men were deeply shocked at the persecution of the innocent 
Dreyfos. Frenchmen thought with anger of the forced sur- 
render at Fashoda, and their sympathies with the Boers were 
unconcealed. Nations, however, like individuals, sometimes 
change their moods with astonishing rapidity. Moreover, 
Delcasse, who had been Foreign Minister since 1 898, realized 
that France could not afford more than one enemy. It had 
been his painful duty to climb down in the valley of the Nile, 
but he knew that more could be gained from co-operation with 
England than from sulking or dreams of revenge. With the 
aid of Barfore, his resourceful Ambassador in Rome, he had 
liquidated Italian hostility by two secret pacts. In 1900 the 
countries recognized each other’s claims in Tripoli and 
Morocco, while in 1902 Italy promised neutrality in a Franco- 
German war. She remained a sleeping partner in the Triple 
Allian ce, but henceforth she had one foot in each camp, and 
in the following years she moved ever closer to Paris and St. 
Petersburg. 

When he had finished with Italy Delcasse turned to London. 
With the end of the Boer War warmer airs began to blow. 
The successful visit of King Edward in April, 1903, was re- 
turned by President Loubet, who was accompanied by the 
Foreign Minister. On July 7 Delcasse and Lansdowne 
inaugurated the negotiations which led to the Anglo-French 
treaty of April 8, 1904. The governing factor was the eager- 
ness of France to secure preponderance in Morocco. Italy’s 
assent had been cheaply purchased at the expense of Tripoli. 
England’s price was higher, for our strategic and commercial 
interests in Morocco were great, and the golden opportunity 
of securing a free hand in Egypt was seized. Lansdowne’s 
maxim was firmness in Egypt and pliability elsewhere. The 
final settlement, which was facilitated by the wide scope of the 
negotiations, was satisfactory to both sides. We declared that 
we had no intention of altering the juridical status quo in 
Egypt, and France undertook not to obstruct our action by 
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asking for a time limit to the British occupation or in any other 
way. France similarly declared that she had no intention of 
altering the status of Morocco, and we promised not to 
obstruct her activities. In both countries commercial liberty 
was to prevail for at least thirty years. No fortifications were to 
be permitted on the coast opposite Gibraltar. France was to 
reach an understanding with Spain. A Khedivial Decree laid 
down regulations relating to the Egyptian Debt, and, subject 
to acceptance by the Powers, gave the Egyptian Government 
a free hand in the disposal of its resources so long as the 
punctual payment of interest was assured. Next in importance 
was the settlement of the Newfoundland fishery dispute, 
France surrendering certain treaty privileges in return for 
territorial concessions in West Africa. A third document 
liquidated disputes in Siam, Madagascar and the New Hebrides. 
In addition to the published agreement there were secret 
articles envisaging the eventual partition of Morocco into 
French and Spanish zones of influence, a plan worked out in 
detail in the secret articles of the Franco-Spanish treaty of 
October, 1904. 

Even more important than the terms of the Anglo-French 
settlement was the new relationship which it created. For 
Lansdowne it was merely a coloniaJ agreement, the clearing 
up of tiresome disputes. The idea of encircling Germany, 
of tying ourselves to France, of building up a Triple Entente, 
never entered his head. For Delcass6, on the other hand, it 
was far more than a regional transaction. “ We are liquidating 
all our past quarrels,” he remarked to Pal^ologue, his assistant 
at the Quai d’Orsay, on February 1, 1904 ; “ but I shall not 
stop there. It should lead to a political alliance with England. 
What fair horizons would then open to us 1 If we could lean 
both on Russia and England, how strong should we be in 
dealing with Germany 1 ” The recovery of the Rhine provinces, 
declares Pal^ologue, was his darling dream, the unavowed goal 
of all his efforts. A conflict of arms, if it ever came, must be 
preceded by a contest of wits. In four crowded years he had 
bought the consent of Italy, England and Spain to his Morocco 
plans, had loosened the ties of the Triple Alliance, had won the 
confidence of England without forfeiting that of his Russian 
ally ; and perhaps the old and the new friends might one day 
make up their feud. 

The agreement of London and Paris to afford each other 
diplomatic support in Egypt and Morocco was an elastic 
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formula the full implications of which were scarcely realized in 
England at the time. When France, emboldened by her agree- 
ments, presented Morocco with a programme of reforms at 
the opening of 1905, Germany, whom Delcass6 had most 
unwisely omitted to consult, sharply asserted her treaty claims. 
The Kaiser’s declaration at Tangier, Hands off Morocco !, 
inaugurated the first Morocco crisis and filled Lansdowne with 
alarm. He expected Germany to ask for a port on the Moorish 
coast, and on April 22, 1905, he offered to join France in 
strong opposition thereto. It was a false alarm, but on May 
17 a historic conversation between Lansdowne and Paul 
Cambon occurred. “I observed,” reported Lansdowne, 
“ t hat the moral of all these incidents seemed to me that our 
two Governments should continue to treat one another with 
the most absolute confidence, should keep one another fully 
informed of everything which came to their knowledge, and 
should, so far as possible, discuss in advance any contin- 
gencies b.y which they might in the course of events find 
themselves confronted.” When this communication was 
repeated in a letter, Cambon wrote to his chief that it suggested 
a general entente which would in effect amount to an alliance. 
Delcasse, who was now fighting for his political life, informed 
his colleagues at their meeting on June 6 that an alliance had 
been offered, and he reiterated the unfounded statement to the 
end of his life. France, however, was materially and morally 
unprepared for war ; Delcasse, finding himself alone in the 
Cabinet, resigned, and Germany’s invitation to a conference 
on Morocco was accepted on conditions. His career at the 
Quai d’Orsay began and ended with humiliation, yet the 
larger portion of his work endured. The reconciliation with 
Italy and England had changed the face of Europe. In the 
grouping of the Powers France had been one of two : hence- 
forth she was one of four. The imposing Bismarckian edifice 
was crumbling away. 

Germany naturally attempted to follow up her success, 
and as usual there was more of the iron hand than the velvet 
glove. Even Rouvier, the French Premier, who had evicted 
Delcassd and taken over the Foreign Office, came to the 
conclusion that France could not continue to retreat. On 
January 10, 1906, the eve of the Algeciras Conference, the 
French Ambassador asked the new Liberal Foreign Secretary 
whether England would help in the event of aggression. With 
his colleagues dispersed and before the electors had spoken. 
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replied Grey, he could merely state his personal opinion that, 
if France were attacked by Germany in consequence of a 
question arising out of the agreement of 1904, public opinion 
would be strongly moved in her favour. This was too vague 
to satisfy Cambon, who remarked that he would repeat his 
question after the election. Meanwhile he thought it advisable 
that the informal discussions which had already begun should 
continue between the Admiralty and the War Office and the 
French Naval and Military Attaches, without committing the 
Governments to action in any way. Grey did not dissent, and, 
after consulting some of his colleagues, he authorized non- 
committal communications with French and Belgian experts — 
in the latter case in order to facilitate the discharge of our duty 
as a guarantor of Belgian neutrality in case of need. 

“ We were a little surprised,” confesses Huguet, the French 
Military Attache, “ by the readiness with which the authoriza- 
tion was granted. Campbell-Bannerman, Grey and Haldane 
were too clever not to realize that the studies now to be 
pursued would — whatever the qualifications — constitute a 
moral engagement.” He was right, for the Prime Minister 
used much the same language. “ I do not like the stress laid 
upon joint preparations,” he wrote. “ It comes very close to 
an honourable understanding, and it will be known on both 
sides of the Rhine.” Despite this inherent difficulty it was 
virtually impossible for a British statesman to decline the 
discussions requested by France. How else could effective 
aid be given if Germany struck a sudden blow ? France was 
still unready for the fray, and Russia, staggering under the 
blows of Japan, was temporarily out of action. 

When Cambon repeated his question on January 31, Grey 
replied that no unconditional promise could be given and it 
would be difficult to formulate conditions. Any change would 
transform the Entente into a defensive alliance, the necessity 
for which had not yet arisen. Our attitude in the event of a 
German attack would largely depend on how it occurred. His 
personal belief was that, if an attack arose from the Morocco 
agreement, public opinion would compel the Government to 
intervene. He had informed the German Ambassador of his 
view, as Lansdowne had done after the fall of Delcass6. 
Cambon had expected nothing more, and he was consoled by 
the hope that the military conversations now officially au- 
thorized might ultimately expand a regional agreement into a 
full working partnership. Promises were declined but expec- 
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tations were created. Whatever the verbal limitations, a 
momentous change in the orientation of British policy had 
taken place. The era of unfettered self-determination was over, 
the era of Continental attachments and entanglements had 
begun. The Entente Cordiale was the half-way house between 
isolation and an alliance ; and such relationships tend to grow 

more intimate with the passing years. 

The Conference of Algeciras, which sat from January to 
April 1906, was a contest of wills between France, backed by 
England, Russia and Spain, and Germany, tepidly supported 
by Austria. Italy, with the secret Tripoli pact in her pocket, 
gave no help to her ally. The main struggle turned on the 
plan of Franco-Spanish control of the police in the Moroccan 
ports, and after weeks of acute tension Berlin gave way. 
Neither William II nor Biilow wished to fight about Morocco, 
and Holstein, who was quite prepared to draw the sword, 
resigned. Though the independence and integrity of Morocco 
were recognized in the Act of Algeciras and commercial 
equality was assured, as Germany demanded, it was generally 
agreed that France had won the match. She had recovered 
from her attack of nerves in 1905, the growing isolation of 
Germany was revealed, and the Entente Cordiale , in the words 
of Tardieu, passed from the static to the dynamic stage. The 
new situation naturally afforded greater satisfaction to Paris 
than to London. Never for a moment did Grey question the 
utility of the historic reconciliation of 1904, but he was now 
more fully aware of the price we had paid. We had sacrificed 
part of our independence, and the baffling problem of recover- 
ing the friendship of Germany was complicated by involving 
us in the traditional quarrels of our new friends. 

A British agreement with Russia was the natural sequel to 
the agreement with France. Friendly discussions, begun before 
the outbreak of the Russo-Japanese war, were resumed after 
its close in 1905. Memories of the Crimean struggle and of 
subsequent occasions when war seemed in sight prevented all 
intimacy, and the Tsarist regime was profoundly repugnant to 
British ideas. Yet these obstacles were overcome by two other 
considerations. In the first place both Governments felt the 
need of removing a dangerous antagonism ; in the second it 
was highly inconvenient for the old and new friends of 
France to be on bad terms. Co-operation at Algeciras paved 
the way for the official discussions between Nicolson, the 
new Ambassador to St. Petersburg, and the Anglophil 
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Iswolsky, who succeeded Lamsdorff as Russian Foreign 
Minister in 1906. After wearisome negotiations lasting more 
than a year, an Anglo-Russian Convention was signed on 
August 31, 1907. Unlike the Anglo-French setdement of 
1904, the whole slate was not cleaned, neither the Far East 
nor the Near East being included. This mattered little, for 
in the former sphere Russia had for the time ceased to count, 
and in the latter the interests of other states were involved. 
The chief source of friction was the Middle East, where the 
security of India had to be kept in view. Three countries lay 
between Russia and India, namely Persia, Afghanistan and 
Tibet. Persia was by far the most important, and here Russia’s 
predominant position was ungrudgingly recognized. The 
country was divided into a large Russian zone in the north, a 
small British zone on the Indian frontier, and an extensive 
neutral belt. To balance this substantial sacrifice we secured 
the elimination of Russian influence from Afghanistan and 
Tibet. The settlement was denounced as a needless surrender 
by Curzon and a few other Russophobes, but its main purpose 
was achieved. The Indian frontier had been safeguarded, and 
a formidable rival had been turned into a potential friend. A 
Russo-Japanese agreement negotiated by Iswolsky at the same 
time eased the situation still further. 

With the return of confidence a new spirit began to emerge. 
Nicholas II had expressed his wish for a visit from King 
Edward at the end of 1905, and in April 1908 he renewed the 
invitation. Two months later the King and Queen steamed 
into Reval, where they were cordially received. Grey’s pledge 
to the House of Commons that there should be no fresh agree- 
ments was faithfully observed, yet the visit was scarcely less 
important than the memorable sojourn in Paris in 1903. The 
heart of the conversations between Hardinge, the representative 
of the Foreign Office, and Iswolsky was the plea of the former 
that, in view of the growth of the German fleet, Russia should 
increase her armed strength in Europe. Though the German 
Ambassador in London was assured that nothing particular 
had happened, the foundations of a working partnership 
were laid, and the Kaiser’s complaint of encirclement in an 
emotional speech to his officers showed that he sensed the 
atmospheric change. Henceforth, though sharp disagree- 
ments were to arise in Persia, the two Governments har- 
monized their policy in an increasing degree. The Entente 
Cordiale with France had widened into a Triple Entente, as 
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Delcass£ had planned. Grey deprecated the use of the phrase, 
and he never dreamed of the encirclement of Germany. Yet 
the reconciliation with Russia, like the reconciliation with 
France, had its price. The greatest empire in the world 
coveted nothing that it did not possess, yet it might easily be 
dragged into the quarrels of its new friends, neither of whom 
was satisfied with the status quo. The one coveted Alsace- 
Lorraine, the other the control of the Straits. It was also 
possible that the moves of the Central Powers might force us 
into closer relations with France and Russia than we intended 
or desired, and thus almost imperceptibly transform the 
association into an alliance in everything but name. 

As the Anglo-French treaty had been followed by the first 
Morocco crisis, so the Anglo-Russian Convention and the 
Reval visit were followed by a period of acute international 
strain. The Young Turk revolution provided Austria with an 
excuse for the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 
October, 1908. The provinces had been administered by her 
ever since the Congress of Berlin in 1878, and no one expected 
or desired the occupation to cease ; yet the sudden repudiation 
of Turkish sovereignty was a shock to the world. Iswolsky, 
it is true, had consented in return for a promise that Aehrenthal 
would favour the opening of the Straits to Russian warships. 
This engagement, however, was unknown to the world, and 
the announcement of the annexation before the Russian For- 
eign Minister had time to prepare the ground for the attain- 
ment of his own aims turned him into a fanatical enemy of the 
Austrian Foreign Minister. For five months he held out 
against recognition, and it was only when Germany intervened 
in March, 1909, with what he called a diplomatic ultimatum, that 
he gave way. The relations between Vienna and St. Petersburg 
never recovered from the strain. 

The crisis which kept Europe on the rack for six months 
ended with the forced recognition by Servia of a change which 
filled her people with anger and grief. She was much too weak 
to fight alone, and Russia was still crippled by the Japanese 
war, but the seeds of future conflict were sown. The Pan- 
Serb dream of expansion at the expense of Austria, instead of 
being shattered, took firmer shape, and sooner or later Russia 
was certain to resume her historic r 61 e of patron of the Balkan 
Slavs. The annexation of Bosnia, so unskilfully carried out by 
Aehrenthal, though not a crime, was assuredly a blunder, for 
it exposed the realm of the Hapsburgs to risks and resentments 
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which it was too racially heterogeneous to face with equani- 
mity. Henceforth the Triple Entente and the Central Powers 
were openly ranged against one another, Italy drifted ever 
further away from her nominal allies, and in the autumn of 
1909 a secret treaty, signed during the Tsar’s visit to Victor 
Emmanuel at Racconigi, made her almost a junior partner of 
the Triple Entente. Roumania, too, angered by Hungary’s 
harsh treatment of her children in Transylv ania^ could no 
longer be relied on to fulfil her obligations to the Central 
Powers in case of war. Worst of all, from the standpoint of 
Berlin and Vienna, the gulf between England and Germany 
was becoming too wide to bridge. 

The conclusion of the Algeciras Conference had brought 
temporary relief to Western Europe, and in the autumn of 
1907 William II paid a happy visit to England, in the course of 
which participation in the Bagdad railway was again discussed, 
though without result. No genuine appeasement was possible 
in a Continent divided into rival camps, and the Second Hague 
Conference in 1907 had not even discussed the limitation of 
armaments. 1908 was a year of blunders and crises. The 
German fleet aroused growing alarm, which the Kaiser in- 
creased by a well-meant but ill-judged private letter to Lord 
Tweedmouth, First Lord of the Admiralty. A new German 
Navy Bill in April decided the British Government to raise the 
question of naval limitation officially during King Edward’s 
visit to his nephew at Cronberg on the way to Marienbad in 
the summer ; but Sir Charles Hardinge, the bearer of the 
message, found the door bolted and barred. No discussion 
of a question involving national honour, declared the Kaiser 
hotly, could be allowed. It seemed as if there was nothing for 
England to do except to increase her navy, while drawing ever 
closer to France and Russia ; and Lord Roberts began his 
campaign for a conscript army. When rumours of secret 
acceleration of German ship-building reached the Admiralty 
early in 1909, a panic swept the country, and eight battleships 
of the Dreadnought type, an unprecedented number, were 
laid down in that year. 

In the summer of 1 909, when for the first time the probability 
of an ultimate collision with Germany came home to the British 
people, the slippery Biilow was succeeded by Bethmann Holl- 
weg. The former had never desired war, but he had sup- 
ported the Kaiser’s naval plans, which had done even more 
than Germany’s Morocco policy to drive England into the 
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Franco-Russian camp. The new Chancellor realized as clearly 
as Metternich, the Ambassador in London, that the challenge 
to our naval supremacy was poisoning Anglo-German rela- 
tions, and his first step was to suggest a naval arrangement as 
part of a general understanding. His sincerity was manifest, 
but the coupling of a naval agreement with a political formula 
ruined the scheme. Our proposals for a reduction of the 
German shipbuilding programme were rejected in Berlin, 
and the German request for a pledge of neutrality in a European 
war was declined in London. Bethmann was never master 
in his own house, for Tirpitz had the ear of his master, and 
Kiderlen, whom the inexperienced Chancellor had called to the 
Foreign Office, was a masterful man. The Franco-German 
agreement of February, 1909, by which Germany recognized 
the political preponderance of France in Morocco in return 
for economic co-operation, had been widely welcomed as the 
liquidation of a dangerous feud ; but the goodwill of the 
Governments was not shared by the firms which struggled for 
orders and openings. There were disputes about railways, 
min es and public works ; and meanwhile anarchy in Morocco 
steadily increased. In May, 19 11, the French, believing the 
European residents to be in danger, sent a force to Fez at the 
invitation of the Sultan. To the annoyance of France, Spain 
followed suit in June by occupying the zone assigned to her 
by the secret Franco-Spanish treaty of 1904, and on July 1 the 
Panther , a German gunboat, anchored in Agadir, a closed port 
on the Atlantic coast. France, argued the German and 
Spanish Governments, had broken the spirit if not the letter 
of the Act of Algeciras, and Grey privately admitted that she 
was skating on very thin ice. 

Though reiterated warnings had come from Berlin before 
the French column set out for the Moorish capital, the Agadir 
coup was a shock to London and Paris. German firms in that 
district, we were informed, had asked for protection, and the 
vessel would be withdrawn when order in Morocco was 
restored. The establishment of French and Spanish posts in 
various parts of the country, it was explained, had created a 
new situation. Germany was ready to co-operate with France 
and Spain in the search for a solution of the Morocco question, 
and the aid of the British Government in this task would be 
welcomed. Grey replied that Germany’s very abrupt action 
had created a new situation ; that our commercial interests 
were larger than hers ; that we must consider our treaty 
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obligations to France, and that we could not recognize any 
new arrangement arrived at without us. These declarations, 
though they asked no questions, were intended to produce 
assurances from Berlin, but no response was sent. When the 
news reached London on July 18 that Kiderlen had presented 
unacceptable demands to France, including the most valuable 
portion of the French Congo, Grey confided his anxieties to 
Mettemieh, who was unable to give him any information. 

On July 21, Mr. Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
made a resounding declaration at the Mansion House, the 
terms of which were approved by the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary but were not seen by the Cabinet. If 
Britain were to be treated, where her interests were vitally 
affected, as if she were of no account, “ then I say emphatically 
that peace at that price would be a humiliation intolerable for 
a great country like ours to endure.” Neither Germany nor 
Morocco was mentioned, but the warning was plain enough. 
It was precisely the same claim to be considered that the Kaiser 
had voiced at Tangier, and it produced a similar reaction. A 
contingent declaration of war was flung across the North Sea. 
In German eyes England seemed as eager to thwart the 
colonial and commercial ambitions of Germany as to encourage 
those of France. After a day or two of dangerous tension, 
during which Grey believed that the fleet might be attacked 
at any moment, a reassuring message arrived from the Wil- 
helmstrasse. Wearisome negotiations between France and 
Germany, in which England took no part, continued through- 
out the summer and autumn, and on November 4 the Morocco 
and Congo treaties were signed in Berlin. France secured the 
assent of Germany to the establishment of a Protectorate in 
Morocco, while Germany received moderate territorial com- 
pensation in the French Congo. Both Governments pre- 
tended to be satisfied, but it was generally felt that in the 
second Morocco crisis, as in the first, the French had scored. 
Caillaux, the French Premier, and Jules Cambon, the Am- 
bassador in Berlin, had served France well. 

Never since the days of the Kruger telegram had Anglo- 
German relations been so strained as in the summer of 19H* 
and never since the creation of the lEfitente Cordiale had Anglo- 
French relations so closely resembled an alliance. Yet neither 
London nor Berlin desired a break, and in February, 191 2 > 
Lord Haldane visited Berlin to explore the ground, each sme 
believing that the initiative had come from the other. He 
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was welcomed warmly by the Chancellor, politely by the 
Kaiser and coldly by Tirpitz, and the discussions were 
continued in London after his return. Once again, however, 
the difficulties proved insurmountable. So far from being 
prepared to reduce her naval programme Germany had 
decided on a substantial increase, and the British Government 
would only undertake neither to make nor to join in an un- 
provoked attack. A promise of neutrality would alienate 
France, and in any case we could not consent to tie our hands ; 
for Germany might conceivably use Austria to unleash a war 
and then demand that we should stand aside. Yet the Haldane 
Mission was not wholly in vain. Though no more was heard 
of naval limi tation or neutrality formulas, amicable and success- 
ful negotiations concerning the Bagdad railway and spheres of 
influence in the Portuguese colonies filled the next two years. 
Grey and Bethmann trusted each other, for they both desired 
the preservation of peace ; and Lichnowsky, the new German 
Ambassador in London,laboured gallantly to rebuild the bridges. 

The attempt of Germany to extract a promise of neutrality, 
or indeed any written declaration likely to fetter our action, 
was watched with deep suspicion by France, who hailed the 
failure of the discussions with relief. Poincar6, however, who 
throughout 1912 combined the offices of Premier and Foreign 
Minister, feared that the temptation might one day be renewed. 
An alliance* he realized, was impossible, but the near ap- 
proach of war in 1911 made further advances practicable. 
The so-called Mediterranean agreement, by which England 
recalled part of her fleet to home waters and France trans- 
ferred her battleships from the Channel and Atlantic, was the 
result of independent Admiralty decisions in both countries, 
and the consequential technical agreements involved no 
obligation of armed support. Yet facts spoke louder than 
formulas. When France left two of her three coasts exposed, 
and when we no longer depended entirely on our own strength 
in the Mediterranean, the conclusion seemed inescapable that 
we were allies in everything but name. At the suggestion of 
the French the situation was defined in the letters exchanged by 
Grey and Paul Cambon on November 22 and 23, 1912, which 
registered the unfettered freedom of both countries to decide 
their course but bound us to consult one another in case of 
need. The formula of consultation, in Grey’s eyes, merely 
recognized existing facts : to the more logical French mind, 
with its craving for the written word, it was a definite and 
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welcome advance. The Russian alliance had sprouted from a 
similar germ. 

In the Balkan Wars, which lasted from October 1912 to 
August; 1913, it required all Grey’s tact and authority as 
Chairman of the riunions of the Ambassadors in London to 
prevent Austria and Russia flying at each other’s throats. 
Not that either Power had the slightest desire for war. The 
venerable Francis Joseph, mindful of previous military disas- 
ters, was profoundly pacific, and Russia was well aware that she 
still needed several years to recover her strength. Great 
Powers, however, have to think of their prestige, and pride 
sets limits to surrender. The main object of the struggle, 
namely the destruction of Turkish rule in the Balkans, was 
accomplished in the first month by the Allies, but the com- 
pleteness of their victory complicated the division of the 
spoils. Russia’s chief aim was to enlarge the territory of 
Servia, while Austria, apprehensive of Pan-Serb ambitions, 
strove to keep her away from the Adriatic. Thus the most 
difficult problem was the delimitation of the little state of 
Albania called into existence under the rule of Prince Wilhelm 
of Wied. For weeks the peace of Europe hung upon the fate 
of Djakova, a small Albanian market town, which Austria 
claimed for Albania and Russia for Servia. Austria finally 
gave way by order of Francis Joseph himself, and indeed 
throughout the long-drawn Balkan crisis she played an 
unexpectedly passive part. When the victorious Allies finally 
quarrelled and Bulgaria was easily crushed by Servia and 
Greece, Austria’s prestige received a fresh blow. Now that 
European Turkey had been carved up, the familiar talk of the 
approaching partition of the Hapsburg Empire was openly 
renewed. 

The last year of peace witnessed a series of secondary crises 
which revealed the alarming fragility of the European structure. 
An Austrian ultimatum in the autumn of 1913 compelled 
Servia to withdraw her troops from Albania, but added new 
fuel to the animosity of Belgrad. The appointment of a 
German General, Liman von Sanders, to the command of the 
First Turkish Army Corps at Constantinople provoked fury in 
Russia, who had plans of her own for the control of the Straits ; 
and the compromise by which he exchanged his command in 
the capital for the supervision of the whole army failed to 
soothe Russian opinion. For the increase of German influence 
on the Bosphorus was an undeniable fact, and the prospective 
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strengthening of the Turkish army was not at all to its taste. 
Early in 1914 a violent press feud in Germany and Russia 
inflamed the growing hostility. On se croit quelquefois dam me 
maison de fous, lamented Sazonoff, the Foreign Minister. In 
the west Anglo-German relations were easier, but frontier 
incidents emphasized the undying feud between Paris and 
Berlin. The armaments race had been accelerated after the 
Agadir crisis, the increase of the German army being followed 
by the restoration of three years’ service in France. Except for a 
few soldiers no one in Europe wanted war, yet the Continent was 
like a powder-magazine which a lighted match would explode. 

The murder of the Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife 
at Serajevo, the capital of Bosnia, on June 28, 1914, was 
generally felt to be a turning point in history. The murderer, 
a young Austrian Serb, had been aided and encouraged by 
Servian officers. The Pasitch Government, though it had no 
part in the plot, got wind of it, yet failed to warn Vienna. The 
death of the heir to the throne, unpopular though he was, 
called for some striking retribution, and the world held its 
breath while the Dual Empire was considering its course. 
The first task was to make sure of the full support of Berlin, 
and after receiving an unconditional promise the Ballplatz went 
straight ahead. An elaborate ultimatum to Servia was pre- 
sented on July 23. On the expiration of the forty-eight hour 
lim it on July 25, when its unconditional acceptance was 
declined, the Austrian Minister left Belgrad. Three days 
later Austria declared war on Servia. 

Berchtold ar\d his colleagues knew what they were doing, 
but they believed they had no choice. The ultimatum was 
obviously a gamble, for the localization of the conflict, though 
naturally desired, was hardly expected. If it failed, the realm 
of the Hapsburgs would break up and disappear. There was 
no facile optimism at Vienna. The old Emperor observed 
that they would be fortunate if they got off with a black eye : 
even Conrad, the fiery Chief of the Staff, admitted that the most 
favourable opportunities of fighting a defensive war were 
past. Why then was Austria so intransigent ? “ The Serajevo 
crime,” replies Berchtold, “ was simply one of the latest 
examples of the work of destruction organized against us, of 
the sapping and mining which was to blow up the house in 
which we dwelt. The Monarchy was faced by an alternative : 
a free hand for the housebreaker or a demand for security. 
On the rejection of the latter a fight for life was all that 
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remained.” Better death with honour than a lingering decline 1 

Russia’s choice was equally intelligible. Sazonoff, like the 
Foreign Ministers in the other capitals, was convinced that he 
had no alternative. He inherited a long tradition from which 
he had neither die wish nor the power to depart. Russia’s 
inability to take up the challenge in the Bosnian crisis was a 
bitter memory, and nobody could expect her to submit to 
such spectacular humiliation again. Since the main purpose 
of the Triple Entente, as defined by Sazonoff, was to prevent 
the domination of Europe by Germany, now was the time to 
make a stand. As Berchtold saw the long arm of Russia in 
the Serajevo murders, so the Russian Foreign Minister inter- 
preted the ultimatum as a blow not only at King Peter but at 
the Tsar. Had Russia left her Servian protlgi for a second tim* 
to the tender mercies of the Hapsburgs, she would have for- 
feited her old claim to be the champion of the Balkan Slavs 
and have handed over the Near East to the control of the 
Central Powers. Though not bound by treaty to intervene, 
she could no more be expected to remain neutral in face of an 
attack on Belgrad than England in face of a violation of Bel- 
gian neutrality. The same instinctive pride of a Great Power 
which compelled Vienna to throw down the glove compelled 
St. Petersburg to pick it up. 

Russia’s intervention in the Austro-Serb quarrel automatic- 
ally brought Germany into the fray. When Francis Joseph 
inquired whether he might rely on her support, William II 
and his Chancellor answered without hesitation that he could. 
A refusal would have devitalized, if not actually destroyed, the 
partnership of 1879, which was the basis of German policy. 
The error was not in promising help but in allowing Austria 
alone to steer the ship. In entering on such a perilous voyage, 
the German Government should have insisted on consultation 
throughout, weighing every article in the ultimatum and dis- 
cussing every point in the reply. In a memorable passage in his 
Keflections and Recollections Bismarck declared that Germany 
could fight for the vital interests of Austria as a Great Power 
with a good conscience, but he would never have consented 
to allow the fate of his people to be decided by a foreign will. 
After recklessly throwing the reins on the neck of the Austrian 
steed, Bethmann strove in vain to hold it back. He was a 
great gentleman, but his lack of skill in the difficult art of 
diplomacy was a calamity. 

France played a smaller role in the days of decision than any 
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of the Great Powers of Europe except Italy. Qosely tied to 
her ally as she was, her consent to Russian policy was taken for 
granted in St. Petersburg, and she was not even consulted 
about the order for general mobilization which enlarged an 
Austrian punitive expedition into a world war. Russia had 
been very lukewarm in the Agadir crisis, and France, whose 
relations with Austria had always been friendly, had no desire 
to fight ; yet she had no choice but to follow where her partner 
led. In addition to her treaty obligations she knew that her 
neutrality would ensure German domination of the Continent. 
All she could do was to appeal to England for help. Every 
Frenchman longed for the recovery of the Rhine provinces, 
but few dreamed of unleashing a war for that purpose. 

The course taken by the British Government was equally 
clearly marked out by the declarations and decisions of the 
last ten years. “ My God, Mr. Page,” exclaimed King George, 
« w hat else could we do ? ” The violation of Belgian neutra- 
lity, which England, like Germany, was pledged to defend, 
roused the nation to righteous anger and supplied the theme of 
our ultimatum, but it was the occasion rather than the cause of 
adeclaration of war. Though our only formal allies were Portu- 
gal and Japan, and though in theory we retained entire liberty 
of action, we had now thrown in our lot with France and 
Russia. Our diplomatic frontier was on the Rhine. Had we 
stood aside, the Central Powers would have won an easy 
victory and we should have found ourselves alone. France 
and Russia would have scorned us as false friends, who, after 
years of co-operation and expert discussions, deserted them at 
the crisis of their fate ; and the German menace, intensified by 
the collapse of the Triple Entente, would have compelled us to 
arm to the teeth on land and sea. Grey’s assurance to the 
House of Commons on August 3, 1914, that our hands were 
free was correct in form but inaccurate in substance, for his 
whole speech breathed the conviction that we should be not 
only endangered but disgraced if we left France in the lurch. 
Opinions will continue to differ as to the wisdom of the policy of 
Continentalism and as to the particular steps taken or omitted 
by him in the critical days. What is not in doubt is the 
sincerity of his efforts to avert the catastrophe and the practical 
impossibility of neutrality when they failed. In 1914, as in the 
Crimean War, as in the struggles against Louis XIV and 
Napoleon, as in 1939, we fought for the Balance of Power, in 
other words for our own survival and security. 
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CONVERSATION WITH KOHLMANN, FEBRUARY 22, 1929 

(In English) 

K. Grey was a great gentleman and he sought peace, but he was 
not a strong man. I doubt if he was always his own master. 

7. Of whom are you thinking ? 

K. Tyrrell. He was the strongest influence in the Foreign Office. 

7 . But do you consider he was anti-German ? 

K. No. He saw the danger of being tied too closely to France. 

7. May I ask your opinion of Biilow and the Kaiser ? 

K. I have no respect for Biilow. He was a Kleber. He had no 
system or principles, except that he wanted to stay in office. I 
have always liked the Kaiser, and I wrote to him a week or two ago 
on his seventieth birthday. 

7 . I know that you deplored the Tirpitz policy. 

K. Yes. I agreed with Metternich in deploring that policy, but 
I did not share his belief that failure to reach a naval agreement 
involved a total failure to improve Anglo-German relations. I 
preferred the discussion of concrete colonial problems. Lulu 
Harcourt and I sketched out a satisfactory African settlement. A 
naval agreement might have been possible after a colonial agree- 
ment. I always regarded the German desire for a neutrality formula 
as hopeless. 

7 . Grey inherited the commitment to France and therefore could 
not make real friends with Germany. 

K. Not at once. But with time the older French generation would 
die out and the younger would think less and less about Alsace- 
Lorraine. I was in close touch with Paris all those pre-war years, 
and several influential Frenchmen told me privately that they 
regarded Alsace-Lorraine as a closed question. 

7 . They never dared to say so publicly. 

K. Time would have helped. Bethmann’s Constitution of 1911 
was a step. The gradual cessation of complaints from Alsace- 
Lorraine to Paris would have made a rapprochement possible. I 
was at Tangier in 1 90 5 . I wished to get a good price for consenting 
to France having a free hand in Morocco. I was for hard bargain- 
ing but not for threatening. I was asked by French friends to 
suggest an arrangement. I replied that I thought Germany should 
yield on Morocco in return for the whole of the French Congo and 

the pre-emption of the Belgian Congo. 

7 . You andcipated Kiderlen’s idea of concentrating on a Central 

African Empire ? . 

K. Yes. Holstein prevented such a bargain. He was the real 

author of the first Morocco crisis and Biilow could not stand up 
against him. 
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K. What did Sazonoff say to Grey at Balmoral in 1912 ? 

I. I am afraid I must not quote our documents after 1909 before 

they are published. 

K. He must have thoroughly alarmed Grey about a Balkan 
explosion ; for the Foreign Office then became extremely anxious 
for Anglo-German co-operation. 


JC. I was spending a week-end at Polesden Lacey (Mrs. Ronald 
Greville’s country house) about 1913. The visitors’ book there 
would give the date. Iswolsky was there. I shall never forget our 
conversation. He said Russia would give any terms to Germany if 
she would desert Austria and allow Russia to smash her. He was 
not anti-German, but he was passionately anxious for war with 

Austria. 


I. What a curious legend it was that you were mischief-making 
in Ulster just before the war 1 

K. Yes. I was recalled from my leave in Germany at the end of 
July, 1914. On reaching London I went to Haldane’s house on the 
afternoon of Sunday, August 2. I advised England to stand out at 
first, and then, after the first shock of arms, to dictate peace by a 
threat of intervention. Only thus could the war be localized and 
shortened, and the complete exhaustion of one side or the other be 
prevented. Haldane was interested, seemed to sympathize with the 
idea, and said he would bring it before the Cabinet for discussion. 
Grey now appeared, and I restated my view. He replied in effect 
that he had an honourable obligation to France. I was surprised 
by the picture of Haldane as warlike in Morley’s Memorandum on 
Resignation. His talk on August 2 with me was quite the reverse. 


K. The world war, in my view, was the war of the dissolution of 
the Austrian Empire. Franco-German relations would probably 
have improved with time, and Anglo-German relations were over 
the worst. Both these problems were infinitely simpler than the 
Austro-Russian antagonism. War was difficult to avert if Vienna, 
not Berlin, was in control. 

7 . As she was from the coming of Aehrenthal till 1914. 

K. Yes, except when Kiderlen was in command. Had he lived 
he would not have given Austria a blank cheque on July 5, 1914, 
and he would probably have prevented war. 

7 . Lichnowsky also thought that the war was caused by Berlin 
surrendering the leadership to Vienna. 

K. Lichnowsky had family reasons (through his father) as well as 
political conviction for his hostility to Austria. 

7 . Jagow denies that Berlin was taken in tow by Vienna. 

K. That is because he was in office himself, but it is true. 
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n 

CONVERSATION WITH JAGOW, FEBRUARY 27, 1929 

(In German) 

7. Have you seen Sir Rennell Rodd’s very friendly references to 
you in the third volume of his Reminiscences ? 

J, Yes. I was always for good relations with England, and so 
was the Kaiser. He used to talk loudly and wildly, but I could 
always tell him what I thought when we were alone together. 
When I pointed out the objections to any policy or proposal, he 
was very reasonable. Tirpitz had great influence, but Bvilow is 
chiefly to blame for the estrangement with England. He had no 
political principles, no system, except to stay in power. He did not 
dare to tell the Kaiser the truth. 

7. He had fallen from power before your appointment as Foreign 
Minister. Did you know him well ? 

J. Very well indeed. 

7 . I fear Bethmann’s task was hopeless, and yours too. You 
were both called in too late. The harm was done. Equally I feel 
that Grey could not be friends with France and Germany at the 
same time. The choice had been made before he took office. 

J. Yes, the situation was pretty hopeless. War was practically 
inevitable, not necessarily in 1914 but some time. 

7 . I regret Germany gave Austria carte blanche on July 5, 1914. 
Of course you had to stand by her, but why did you not insist on 

her consulting you at every step ? 

J. We did not give her carte blanche . We expected she would tell 
us about the ultimatum in good time. I was continually asking 
Szogenyi for news. 

7. I think you ought to have asked not only to be informed but 
to have been consulted about the ultimatum, for it was obviously a 
dangerous path. Yet the Kaiser always said that the matter was 
entirely one for Francis Joseph to decide. And many believe that 
Tschirschky was a firebrand. What do you think of his rdle ? 

J. Tschirschky carried out his instructions and did not exceed 
them, but he was a pessimist. He did not work or wish for war, but 

he expected it. 

7 . Szogenyi reported to Vienna that, in telling him of Grey’s 
proposal for a Conference, you said that the German Government 
was not in favour of it, and only handed it on because you had to 
do so. You have denied this, but most people in England prefer 

Szogenyi’s report to your subsequent denial. 

J. I know that, but I never said anything of the sort. Szogenyi 
was really past work. Some time before Serajevo one of the Foreign 
Office officials said to me, “ Somebody must always look through 
Szogenyi’s reports before they go to Vienna.” I never said more to 
him than that we would not leave Austria in the lurch. 
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I Grey believes that you, Bethmann and the Kaiser desired 
peace, but he thinks the military element wanted war and pushed 

y °7. Nothing of the sort. Tirpitz was on holiday and was not 
consulted. Nor was Moltke consulted till the end. The control of 

our policy was entirely in civilian hands. 
j l re gret you only put pressure on Austria so late, 
r That would have been time enough if Russia had not made 
war inevitable. We had warned Russia of the effects of such a step. 
We did put pressure on Austria, but Grey never tried to hold Russia 


I. Grey says he had no locus standi. We were not allies, and he 
could do nothing more after the rejection of his plan for a confer- 
ence. He says you were the people to hold Austria back, as you 
were allies. He thinks there was no danger of you losing Austria 
if you had taken a strong line, for she could not do without you. 

r That is not the case. She could make friends with France, and 
then reach some agreement with Russia about the Near East. 

I. Any such arrangement would have been a triumph for Russia. 
We think you could and should have pressed Austria more strongly, 
just fts you think we could and should have pressed ^^ussia. Each 
of us feared the loss of our friend or ally. The European system 
was the main cause of the war. Germany was dragged in by Aus- 
tria, England and France by Russia. It was an East European 


quarrel. 

7. That is so 


* 



BRITISH DIPLOMACY BEFORE 1914 IN 
THE LIGHT OF THE ARCHIVES 

A MONG the manifold results of the war of 1914-1918 was the 
opening of the archives. The Bolshevists led the way by 
the publication of secret treaties revealing the Imperialist 
ambitions of the Tsar and his allies. The Germans followed 
suit with the “ Kautsky documents ” on the outbreak of the 
war, and proceeded to unveil the story of German diplomacy 
from the creation of the Empire in the colossal enterprise 
known as Die Grosse Politik. The German editors’ hope that 
their example might be followed by the victorious Powers 
was speedily fulfilled. In 1924 Ramsay MacDonald decided 
to break the seals ; and Professor Temperley and I were 
invited to select documents illustrating British statesmanship 
from 1898 to 1914. It was well understood that we should 
have a free hand. Not only did the Foreign Office make no 
difficulties, but it supported our resistance to attempts by more 
than one foreign Power to secure the omission of documents. 
Had these attempts succeeded we should have resigned. In 
1926 Poincare announced the decision to publish the French 
documents between the wars of 1870 and 1914. The German 
and British undertakings are complete, but the French is still 
in progress. In 1930 the Austrians presented us with eleven 
thousand documents on the last six years of peace. In 1928 
the Russians announced a large-scale revelation, beginning 
with the last three years of Nicholas II, and the first volume of 
the German translation appeared in 1930. Italy alone of the 
Great Powers keeps her treasures under lock and key. 

Well over a hundred massive volumes of this official material 
lie before us. So far as diplomacy is concerned, we know the 
mind and face of Europe during the generation before the 
World War as we know no other epoch in history. Verdicts on 
men, policies and events will continue to differ, for there is no 
absolute standard of political wisdom and virtue, but uncer- 
tainty as to what actually occurred is at an end. Bismarck 
used to say that true history could not be written from official 
documents, since the historian is not always aware what was in 
the min ds of their authors ; but it is equally true that history 

86 
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cannot be written without them. Moreover, the various 
series I have mentioned contain an overwhelming mass of 
material never intended for the public eye. With the aid of 
private correspondence, departmental memoranda and con- 
fidential minutes, we are enabled to watch the makers of history 
at work, to reconstruct the development of situations and ideas. 
Biographies, autobiographies and diaries cannot be neglected ; 
public declarations and parliamentary debates must be kept in 
view. But the only solid foundation for our knowledge of 
international contacts is the material which records from day 
to day, and sometimes from hour to hour, the impressions, the 
anxieties, the plans and the decisions of the men at the helm. 
I have attempted to reconstruct pre-War Europe in the light 
of the new evidence in my book, Before the War, and have sum- 
marized the sources in Recent Revelations of European Diplomacy . 

Let us first cast our eyes farther back. The two governing 
urges of the British people for the last four centuries have been 
the development of ordered liberty at home and expansion 
overseas. Since geography is the mother of history, our pitch 
on the north-western fringe of the Continent is the master-key 
to our diplomacy. To make and to hold an Empire it was 
essential to secure and maintain supremacy at sea. “ What 
shall we do to be saved in this world ? ” asked Halifax the 
Trimmer. “ There is no other answer but this : Look to your 
moat. The first article of an Englishman’s political creed 
must be that he believeth in the sea.” These words were 
written in 1694. Next to naval supremacy our course has been 
shaped by the deetrine of the Balance of Power. There are 
various interpretations of this celebrated formula. To my 
mind it means the determination, partly conscious and partly 
instinctive, to resist by diplomacy or arms the growth of any 
European State at once so formidable and so potentially hostile 
as to threaten our national liberties, the security of our shores, 
the safety of our commerce or the integrity of our foreign 
possessions. Long before the invention of the aeroplane we 
were too close to the Continent to be indifferent to its concerns. 
We grappled at different times with Spain, France, Russia and 
Imperial Germany. Readers of Mr. Churchill’s epic will 
remember Marlborough’s conviction that he was fighting; 
not for territory, but to prevent the domination of Europe by 
Louis XIV ; and he did not fight in vain. 

After the fall of Napoleon we were united in desiring to keep 
our hands free, to trust to our fleet for the security which other 
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States sought in alliances and conscript armies, to plunge into 
the fray only if our vital interests appeared to demand it or 
treaty obligations were at stake. The policy familiarly known 
as splendid isolation, or, as I prefer to call it, the free hand, 
seemed the wisest course till the close of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, and Salisbury stood by it till the end of his career. The 
face of Europe was continually changing, and he felt no con- 
fidence in any Continental Power. He shared Palmerston’s 
conviction that England has no eternal friendships and no 
eternal enmities, only eternal interests. As the old chess- 
player bent over the board he congratulated himself on his 
iberty to choose his moves. In his own unconventional 
phraseology, “ British policy is to float lazily downstream, 
occasionally putting out a diplomatic boat-hook to avoid 
collisions.” 

Salisbury was typically English in disliking large-scale 
commitments and in his readiness for a deal. The first signifi- 
cant revelation in British Documents on the Origins of the War 
1898-1914 is his proposal to Russia for a delimitation of 
spheres of influence in China and Turkey, a promising overture 
terminated by the seizure of Port Arthur in 1898. When, 
however, we were invited by Germany in 1901 to enter the 
Triple Alliance, he argued in an impressive memorandum 
that the liability of having to defend German and Austrian 
frontiers were heavier than that of having to defend the British 
Isles against France. The German Ambassador spoke of our 
isolation as becoming a serious danger for us, but it would 
hardly be wise to incur novel and most onerous obligations in 
order to guard against an imaginary danger. Lansdowne was 
more ready than his chief to consider some limited scheme of 
Anglo-German association, but he was equally opposed to 
entanglement in the meshes of the Triple Alliance. There is a 
direct conflict of testimony between the German and British 
documents as to which side initiated the alliance discussions. 
Eckardstein declares it was Lansdowne, Lansdowne attributes 
it to Eckardstein. I prefer the testimony of the Foreign 
Secretary, not because he was our own countryman, but 
because Eckardstein was hampered by the injunctions 
of Holstein. Whoever started it, the project of an Anglo- 
German alliance collapsed and was never revived. 

The most important revelations in our early volumes enable 
us to reconstruct in detail the formation of the Entente Cor- 
diale. The years 1902-4 witnessed two epoch-making changes 
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in our history. In the first place, with the annexation of the 
Transvaal and the Orange Free State, following closely on the 


conquest of the Sudan, the greatest Empire in the world be- 
came at last territorially satiated. It makes all the difference 
to a nation’s policy if it is reasonably contented with its place 
in the sun. Henceforth our chief task was to keep what we 
had and to develop our resources. The second transforma- 
tion was the swing over to Continental commitments. Cham- 
berlain was not alone in sensing the perils of isolation at the 
turn of the century. The new course, however, which was a 
continuous process, not a single event, was due to foreign 
initiatives rather than to a deliberate shift of purpose. The 
Anglo- Japanese alliance of 190a was an offshoot of Japan’s 
rivalry with Russia for the mastery of the Far East, and the 
protracted negotiations which led to the Anglo-French treaty 
of 1904 were the fruit of Delcass^’s craving for Morocco. That 
our price was the recognition of our occupation of Egypt was 
an unwelcome surprise to him, but he had no means of escape. 

Which side got the best of the bargain ? Each Government 
announced that it had gained its essential demands and 


incurred no serious sacrifice. The kernel of the whole transac- 
tion was the Egypt-Morocco deal, on which the verdict of 
Lord Cromer, who took a leading part in the discussions, 
is of peculiar weight. When a deadlock occurred in January, 
1904, he was terrified at the possibility of losing the glittering 
prize that was almost within his grasp, and he intervened with 
a telegram urging concessions. “I have little doubt from 
what I hear on the spot that the danger of a breakdown of the 
negotiations is serious. ... It has to be bome in mind that 
the French concessions to us in Egypt are in reality far more 
valuable than those we are making to them in Morocco. More- 
over they can greatly hamper us here, whereas if they choose 
they can carry out their Morocco policy without our help.” 
The most piquant feature of this episode, as we learn from the 
French documents, is that Paul Cambon pulled the strings to 
which Cromer danced. For it was at his suggestion that the 
French Charge in Cairo was instructed to tell Cromer, as if the 
warning came from himself, that the Egyptian settlement de- 
pended on adequate compensation for the surrender of French 
treaty rights in the Newfoundland fisheries. The ingenious 
plan worked without a hitch. 


When the reconciliation had taken place, the ditente became 
an entente which the French unceasingly strove to turn into an 
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alliance. It was an exciting quest for the editors to attempt to 
trace the origin of the legend of an offer of an alliance, and we 
discovered that no such offer was ever made by the Bri tish 
Government. Lansdowne merely observed to Paul Car bon; 
after the Kaiser’s visit to Tangier, that the two Governments 
should keep one another fully informed and should, so far as 
possible, discuss contingencies in advance. His words were 
repeated in a letter, interpreted by the French Ambassador as an 
invitation to a general entente which would in fact amount to 
an alliance. Delcassl accordingly informed his colleagues at his 
last Cabinet on June 6, 1905, that an alliance had been offered, 
and he reiterated the statement to the end of his life. It is a 
curious instance of an experienced statesman taking the wish 
for the deed. He was doubtless misled by the fact that the 
Franco-Russian alliance germinated from the formula of con- 
sultation in 1891. 

France failed to secure her alliance, but events came to her 
aid. Her apprehensions on the eve of the Algedras Conference 
induced the British Government to sanction non-committal 
conversations between military and naval experts. A formal 
promise of military support in the event of an unprovoked 
Ge rman attack was refused ; but the authorization of military 
conversations was a new departure of the utmost importance, 
and should have been reported to the Cabinet at the earliest 
opportunity. “ I do not like the stress laid upon joint pre- 
parations,” wrote Campbell-Bannerman. “It comes very 
close to an honourable undertaking.” The French request, 
in my opinion, could not have been declined ; but Grey never 
seemed quite able to realize how far he had gone in trans- 
forming the limited treaty obligation of diplomatic support 
in the Morocco question into a working partnership, which 
after the Agadir crisis became a defensive alliance in all but 
name. What was dimly recognized in London was more 
clearly understood in Pans and Berlin. Rosebery expressed 
apprehension at our Continental entanglements, but he stood 
alone. Salisbury was dead, and the policy of splendid isolation 

was buried in his grave. 

In the autumn of 1 906, during the lull which followed the 
anxieties of Algeciras, Eyre Crowe compiled his celebrated 
“ Memorandum on the Present State of British Relations with 
France and Germany.” It is the longest document in our 
collection, filling twenty-two large pages of small print. 
Copi es were circulated at the time to the members of the 
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Cabinet, and I had my first sight of it twenty years ago in 
Lord Morley’s library at Wimbledon. The German translator 
of the British Documents , Hermann Lutz, has written a little 
book called Crowe , the "Evil Spirit of the Foreign Office , and his 
infl uence cannot be ignored by any student of the period. 
Grey, it is true, while listening to his advisers, kept the final 
decisions in his own hands. Yet we must not under-estimate 
the significance in the formation of policy and opinion of a 
rnan whose Germanophobe attitude was so pronounced, 
whose pen was so active, and whose ability was so great. 
Grey himself described him as anti-German. No one would 
dream of comparing him with Holstein, whose figure was 
shrouded in mystery, for British Civil Servants do not play 
tricks with their chief. Yet it is no exaggeration to say that, 
as Holstein towers above the officials of the Wilhelmstrasse, 
so Crewe stands out in sharp relief. His discovery by a larger 
public at home and abroad is due to the British Documents on 
the Origins of the War. 

The Crowe Memorandum begins with a sketch of the mak 
ing of the Anglo-French entente and of Germany’s attempts to 
destroy the tender plant before it took root. It had begun as a 
friendly settlement of outstanding disputes, but as a result of 
the Morocco crisis there had emerged an element of common 
resistance to dictation and aggression. The Algeciras Act had 
settled the Morocco problem for the moment, but a far larger 
question remained. Was the antagonism to Germany into 
which England had been led on this occasion without her wish 
or intention a passing incident, or was it a symptom of some 
deep-seated natural opposition between the policies and 
interests of the two countries ? Crowe adopts the latter 
alternative, and relates his attitude to the two traditional 
principles of British policy, namely maritime supremacy and 
the Balance of Power. Its general character, he reminds us, 
is determined by our position as an island State, with a vast 
overseas empire whose existence and survival depend on naval 
supremacy. Sea-power is more potent than land-power, 
because it is as pervading as the element in which it moves and 
has its being. A predominant maritime State which abused its 
power would be liable to be overthrown by a general com- 
bination. In our case the danger has been averted — and fan 
only be averted — by harmonizing our policy with the interests 
of as many other nations as possible. How is this to be done ? 
By maintaining their independence. England is the natural 
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enemy of any country threatening the independence of others, 
and the natural protector of the weaker communities. The 
only check on a powerful and aggressive State is the existence 
of an equally formidable rival or a league of defence. The 
equilibrium established by such a grouping of forces is tech- 
nically known as the Balance of Power, and it has become 
almost an historical truism to identify England’s policy with 
the maintenance of this balance by throwing her weight now 
in this scale and now in that, but ever on the side opposed to 
the dictatorship of the strongest single State or group at a 
given time. If this view of British policy is correct, our 
opposition to any country aspiring to such a dictatorship 
assumes almost the form of a law of nature. 

Crowe, needless to say, had Germany in mind, and the 
larger part of the Memorandum is devoted to her history and 
ambitions. England, he declares, seeks no quarrels, and will 
never give her cause for legitimate offence. But can we be 
equally certain that she will never desire to destroy and 
supplant the British Empire ? In such a matter we could run 
no risks. There was no thought whatever of hemming her in 
or clipping her wings. “ It cannot be good policy for Eng- 
land to thwart such a process of development where it does 
not directly conflict either with British interests or with those 
of other nations to which England is bound by solemn treaty 
obligations. Nor was it our place to oppose Germany’s 
building as large a fleet as she wished. Any attempt to dictate 
would stimulate her to fresh efforts. The best method was to 
show by ocular demonstration that for every German ship 
we should lay down two. The policy of graceful concessions, 
either to Germany or to any other Power, was a mistake. 
The opposition she met at Algeciras would probably make 
her more careful to avoid fresh disagreements. In this attitude 
she will be encouraged if she meets on England’s part with 
unvarying courtesy and consideration in all matters of common 
concern, but also with a prompt and firm refusal to enter into 
any one-sided bargains or arrangements, and the most 
unbending determination to uphold British rights and inter- 
ests in every quarter of the globe. There will be no surer or 
quicker way to win the respect of the German Government 
and the German nation.” 

These are the closing words of this impressive Memoran- 
dum. We can imagine German readers complaining that its 
tone was rather self-righteous, and that in his historical 
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illustrations the author was disinclined to give Germany the 
benefit of the doubt. Lord Sanderson, who had been 
Permanent Under-Secretary for many years before his retire- 
ment in 1906, found it unduly severe, and challenged some of 
its details. The history of German policy towards this coun- 
try, he main tain ed, was not the unchequered record of black 
deeds which the Memorandum seemed to portray. We had 
often co-operated in a friendly way. But the Germans were 
very tight bargainers, and they had earned the nickname of 
“ les jmfs de la diplomatic.” Germany was a young Power, 
and it was inevitable that she should be somewhat arrogant 
and impatient ; but she was not ungrateful for friendly 
support. “ A great and growing nation cannot be repressed. 
... It would be a misfortune that she should be led to be- 
lieve that in whatever direction she seeks to expand she will 
find the British lion in her path. There must be places in 
which German enterprise can find a field without injury to 
any important British interests, and it would seem wise that 
in any policy of development which takes due account of these 
interests she should be allowed to expect our good will.” 
Crowe replied to his veteran critic, but Sanderson’s presen- 
tation of Anglo-German contacts seems to me the more 
judicial. 

Not long afterwards, when the Casablanca crisis of 1908 
seemed to bring Europe within sight of war, Grey asked 
Crowe for a Memorandum on Belgian neutrality. The docu- 
ment, published in our eighth volume, took a very strict view 
of British obligations. The neutrality of Belgium, he argues, 
was guaranteed not merely because it was a Belgian interest, 
but because it was an interest of the guaranteeing Powers. 
Why else should so onerous a commitment have been in- 
curred ? Even if her neutrality was violated with her conniv- 
ance, each of the guaranteeing Powers had the right and the 
duty to call on its partners to join in enforcing the maintenance 
of neutrality. Still more interesting than this weighty memo- 
randum is the comment on it by Sir Charles Hardinge, the 
Permanent Under-Secretary: “The liability undoubtedly 
exists as stated above. But whether we should be called upon 
to carry out our obligation and to vindicate the neutrality of 
Belgium in opposing its violation must necessarily depend on 
our policy and the circumstances of the moment. Supposing 
that France violated the neutrality of Belgium in a war against 
Germany, it is, under present circumstances, doubtful whether 
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England or Russia would move a finger to maintain Belgian 
neutrality, while if the neutrality of Belgium were violated by 
Germany it is probable that the converse would be the case.” 
This brief minute, which appeared to suggest a rather 
cynical opportunism, attracted more attention in the press 
than any other of our revelations. Grey wrote to The Tims 
to explain that the minutes and memoranda of permanent 
officials were not authoritative documents, since the writers 
had no responsibility for ultimate decisions and policy. His 
own attitude to the problem of Belgian neutrality, as he 
showed by quotations, had never weakened or changed. 

An agreement with Russia was the natural, and indeed 
almost inevitable, sequel to our reconciliation with France. 
When the Morocco crisis was over, the discussions begun by 
Lansdowne and Benckendorff were resumed by Grey. Formal 
negotiations started when the Anglophil Iswolsky succeeded 
the colourless Lamsdorff as Russian Foreign Minister in 1906, 
and Nicolson, our new Ambassador, arrived in St. Petersburg 
with proposals relating to Tibet. Whereas the Anglo-French 
treaty had sponged the whole slate clean, the Anglo-Russian 
discussions were confined to the Middle East. The story of 
sixteen months, culminating in the Convention of August, 
1907, fills our fourth volume, which is the historian’s only 
source, since the Russian material is not yet available. British 
strategy throughout was to make sacrifices in North Persia 
while inviting them in Tibet and Afghanistan. There was no 
enthusiasm for the settlement in either country, for the 
Tsarist system was detested by Englishmen. The depth of the 
ideological gulf was revealed in the stormy debate on the eve 
of the King’s journey to Reval, which, as a young Member of 
Parliament, I was privileged to hear. The Convention and the 
visit, declared Grey, hung together, and if it were vetoed he 
would resign. He spoke throughout as a ReaipoJitiker. He 
disliked pogroms and executions as much as the rest of us, 
and a great deal more than he admitted in despatches and 
debate ; but he declined to sacrifice a new and valuable 
friendship to such scruples. While his critics were denouncing 
Russian misrule, his eyes were fixed on the darkening clouds 

in the North Sea. _ ... 

What happened at Reval ? Here is the vital passage in oit 

Charles Hardinge’s account of what he said to Iswolsky : 
“ Though the attitude of His Majesty’s Government was an 
had been absolutely correct, it was impossible to ignore the 
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fact that, owing to the unnecessarily large increase in the 
German naval programme, a deep distrust in England of 
Germany’s future intentions had been created. This distrust 
would be still further accentuated with the progress of time, 
the realization of the German programme, and the increase of 
taxation in England entailed by the necessary naval counter- 
measures. In seven or eight years’ time a critical situation 
might arise in which Russia, if strong in Europe, might be the 
arbiter of peace, and have much more influence in securing 
the peace of the world than at any Hague Conference. For 
this reason it was absolutely necessary that England and Russia 
should maintain towards each other the same cordial and 
friendly relations as now exist between England and France, 
which, in the case of England and Russia, are moreover 
inspired by an identity of interests of which a solution of the 
Macedonian problem was not the least.” 

Here was a direct invitation to turn the ditente of 1907 into an 
entente , based on our confidence that in the hour of danger 
Russia would be on our side. Since Germany’s strength and 
ambition seemed likely to threaten our security, Russia 
would prove a very useful counter in the other scale. It is 
the familiar story of the Balance of Power. 

British policy in the sixteen crowded years illustrated by 
the British Documents falls into two chapters. The first, lasting 
from Chamberlain’s informal conversations on an Anglo- 
German alliance in 1898 to the Reval visit in 1908, witnessed 
our entry into the Continental system. The second, covering 
the last six years of peace, confronted us with the task of 
maintaining and developing the Triple Entente. There are 
no more striking items in our fifth volume, on the Bosnian 
crisis, than the private letters between Nicolson and his chief 
when in March, 1909, Iswolsky accepted the annexation as the 
result of what he called a diplomatic ultimatum from Berlin. 
The Ambassador, whom King Edward regarded as the best 
horse in our diplomatic stable, wrote angrily about the sudden 
collapse, and added : “ Out entente, I much fear, will languish 
and possibly die. If it were possible to extend and strengthen 
it by bringing it nearer to the nature of an alliance, it would 
uien be possible to deter Russia from moving towards 
Berlin. . . . The ultimate aims of Germany surely are, 
without doubt, to obtain the preponderance on the Continent 
of Europe, and when she is strong enough — and apparently 
she is making very strenuous efforts to become so— she will 
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enter on a contest with us for maritime supremacy. In past 
times we have had to fight Holland, Spain, and France for this 
supremacy, and personally I am convinced that sooner or 
later we shall have to repeat the same struggle with Ger many , 
If we could keep France and Russia on our side, it would be 
well.” 

Grey replied that it was impracticable to change our 
agreements into alliances : “ The feeling here about definite 
commitment to a Continental war on unforeseeable conditions 
would be too dubious to permit us to make an alliance. 
Russia too must make her internal government less reaction- 
ary. Till she does, liberal sentiment here will remain very 
cool, and even those who are not sentimental will not believe 
that she can purge her administration sufficiently to become a 
strong and reliable Power. Meanwhile let us keep an entente 
with Russia in the sense of keeping in touch, so that our 
diplomatic action may be in accord and in mutual support.’* 
Grey knew the sentiments of the House of Commons and 
Nicolson did not. 

One of the obvious reasons against turning the Triple 
Entente into a Triple Alliance was that it would confirm the 
German fear of encirclement and ruin any chance of recon- 
ciliation with Berlin. Grey was never very sanguine about a 
rapprochement, and the first Morocco crisis had emphasized 
the tragic impossibility of being real friends with France and 
Germany at the same time. Moreover he profoundly dis- 
trusted Biilow, and, like the rest of us, he had no exalted 
opinion of the wisdom of William II. Yet he never abandoned 
hope of a tolerable relationship, and our sixth volume is the 
record of his attempts to obtain it. In 1908 we made the first 
and last formal proposal to abate the naval rivalry which was 
getting on our nerves. Sir Charles Hardinge, who t accom- 
panied the King to Cronberg, was instructed to have a frank 
talk with the Kaiser. “ If the German fleet ever becomes 
superior to ours,” ran the Foreign Office memorandum 
drawn up for his guidance, “ the German army can conquer 
this country. There is no corresponding risk of this kind to 
Germany ; for however superior our fleet, no naval victory 
would bring us any nearer Berlin.” There was no need for a 
formal agreement. “ If it could be shown that, as a res t o 
the interview between the two sovereigns, a slackening o 
activity in the building programmes of the two navies 
ensued, there is no doubt that the state of unrest prevailing 
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in Europe due to apprehensions in England and Germany 
would be greatly appeased, and this would be of more value 
to the peace of the world than any entente based on the 
settlement of territorial or commercial questions.” In the 
decisive conversation with Hardinge on August it, 1908, 
the Kaiser sharply declared that modification of his ship- 
building programme was impossible, and that discussion of a 
question involving national honour could not be allowed. 
This brief interview was a turning-point in the history of 
British diplomacy. During his first two years of office, 
Grey’s main anxiety arose from the strained relations between 
Paris and Berlin. From 1908 onwards the storm-centre 
shifted from the Eastern frontier of France to the North Sea. 
Once again the old cry rang through the land : “ Look to 
your moat.” 

The naval scare of the spring of 1909 followed, based on 
rumours of stealthy German acceleration, and in the summer 
of the same year Bethmann Hollweg succeeded Bulow as 
Chancellor. His first step was to declare his readiness for a 
naval arrangement as part of a general understanding. His 
sincerity was manifest, but the coupling of a naval agreement 
with a political formula ruined the scheme. “ To do with 
Germany what has not been done with Russia and France,” 
wrote Grey to Goschen, “ would look as if we were intending 
to change friends. I want a good understanding with Ger- 
many, but it must be one which will not imperil those we have 
with France and Russia. I should have thought some formula 
could be found to which they might also be parties. That 
would be the best and the most reassuring solution, though 
I see that the French could not be a party to anything which 
looked like confirming the loss of Alsace-Lorraine.” From 
this standpoint he never moved during the three years of 
negotiation which lay ahead. While the Germans asked for a 
neutrality formula, we invited them to reduce their ship- 
building programme and offered nothing beyond a promise of 
non-aggression. Interrupted for several months by the 
Agadir crisis in 1911, the discussion was resumed during the 
Haldane mission to Berlin in February, 1912, and continued 
after his return. The old obstacles proved insurmountable, 
for each side asked more than the other was prepared to grant. 

Both the British appeal of 1908 and the Ger man approach of 
1909 had failed. 

Only once did Grey attempt a comprehensive and con- 
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fidential picture of the international situation as he saw it in a 

speech, printed in our sixth volume, delivered at a meeting of 
the Committee of Imperial Defence on May 26, 1911, to 
which the Dominion delegates to the Imperial Conference' 
were invited. Separate Dominion navies, he began, necessi- 
tated a common foreign policy for the Empire, generally 
understood and approved. What really determined our 
policy was the question of sea-power. Next to our navy, we 
had sought safety in terminating our quarrels with France and 
Russia. Unfortunately our relations with Germany deterior- 
ated as those with France and Russia improved. If, as he 
hoped, an improvement occurred, it would have to be a 
friendship into which we could take our friends. There was 
only one danger — that some Power or group of Powers 
should pursue what he called the Napoleonic policy, separating 
other States from each other, crushing them one by one, and 
forcing them into its orbit. In such an event the weaker 
Powers would appeal to us to help them. “ Our hands are 
free. . . . But I do feel this very strongly, that if such a 
situation should arise, and there was a risk of all the Powers or 
a group of Powers acquiring such a dominating position in 
Europe that it would be the arbiter, not only of peace or war, 
but of the diplomacy of all the other Powers of Europe, and 
if while that process was going on we were appealed to for 
help and sat by and looked on and did nothing, then people 
ought to realize that the result would be one great combination 
in Europe, outside which we should be left without a friend. 
. . . There will be no aggression on our part. If we are ever 
involved in trouble, it will not be for the sake of any ideas of 
aggrandisement or ambition or any other vain empty things 
of that kind.” 

After thus proclaiming the orthodox doctrine of naval 
supremacy and the balance of power. Grey proceeded to 
survey the map of Europe. We were on the best of terms with 
France and Russia. With Austria our relations were quite 
good, though we seldom came in contact with her. With 
Italy we had always been excellent friends. With Germany 
there was only one difficulty, the fleet, but it was a very great 
one. France and Russia were most peacefully disposed, and 
wc were continually explaining that we did not wish them to 
have a quarrel with Germany : “You need be under no 
apprehension that our relations with France and Russia will 
ever be made a cause of provocation in policy. If Germany 
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is content with the great strength she is getting, that strength 
which will make her so strong that there is no question of any 
Power or group of Powers in Europe provoking a quarrel 
With her, then everything will go well. If she was to use that 
strength, which I do not for the moment suppose she would, 
to obtain the dominating Napoleonic position in Europe, then 
I think there would be trouble.” 

Had Grey been speaking on the morrow instead of on the 
eve of the Agadir crisis, his picture would have had darker 
shadows. For the policy of Germany during the summer of 
1911 strengthened his suspicions that she was pursuing what 
he called Napoleonic aims. 

While the search for a political and naval agreement was 
abandoned as hopeless in the spring of 1912, Anglo-German 
exchanges shifted from battleships and neutrality to regional 
pacts. The discussions on the Bagdad railway and the 
Portuguese colonies fill many hundred pages in our tenth 
volume. Agreement was reached in both cases, but the 
welcome ditente changed nothing in the structure of Europe. 
Since Agadir the Franco-German antagonism was worse than 
ever. The year which opened with the Haldane Mission 
closed with the Mediterranean Agreement and the Grey- 
Cambon letters. The formula of consultation, which France 
requested and obtained, seemed to Grey, though not to 
Poincare, to change nothing. When, moreover, France left 
her northern coasts exposed, and we no longer depended 
entirely on our own strength in the Mediterranean, the 
conclusion seemed inescapable that we were allies in every- 
thing but name. 

In December; 1912, when the Balkan conflagration seemed 
likely to spread, Prince Henry of Prussia visited King George 
V at Sandringham and asked him a question point-blank. 
In the event of Germany and Austria going to war with 
Russia and France, would England come to the assistance of 
the two latter Powers ? “ I answered undoubtedly Yes in 
certain circumstances,” reported the King to Grey. “ He 
professed surprise and regret, but did not ask what the certain 
circumstances were. He said he would tell the Emperor what 
I had told him. Of course Germany must know that we would 
not allow either of our friends to be crippled.” 

Grey approved the reply and explained his own attitude : 

Your Majesty’s Government is not committed in the event 
of war, and the public opinion of this country is, so far as Sir 
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Edward Grey can judge, very averse to a war arising out of a 
quarrel about Servia. But if Austria attacked Servia aggres- 
sively, and Germany attacked Russia if she came to the 
assistance of Servia, and if France were then involved, it might 
become necessary for England to fight ; as the Ger man 
Chancellor said that Germany would fight for the defence of 
her position and for the protection of her own future and 
security.” Here was the doctrine of the Balance of Power in 
its purest form, though the phrase was never used. 

While Anglo-German relations steadily improved owing to 
trustful co-operation throughout the Balkan wars, Franco- 
German relations remained tense and Russia’s relations to the 
Central Powers grew steadily worse. The appointment of 
Liman von Sanders to the command of the First Turkish Army 
Corps in Constantinople at the end of 1913 created a storm of 
anger in St. Petersburg. Though the German Government 
gave way, Grey’s lukewarm sympathy was resented by 
SazonofF, who resolved to put a little more backbone into the 
Triple Entente if he could. Benckendorff explained to his 
chief, in a striking private letter published in the Russian 
documents, why Grey had not been able to do more. Public 
opinion was opposed even to an alliance with France. Nicol- 
son himself, who desired it, confessed that it was impossible. 
A fortnight later the Ambassador added a few touches to the 
picture. He shared his chief’s desire for an alliance as the 
natural conclusion of the entente. It was the general wish in 
British military and naval circles : it was represented on the 
front benches and in the Foreign Office. “ You will be sur- 
prised at my conviction that Grey would do it to-morrow if he 
could. But he belongs to the class of people who rarely speak 
about things till they are ripe.” The difficulty, he added, was 
immense. A terrible insularity still remained. Englishmen 
would only wake up on the eve of a tremendous crisis. The 
situation could not be forced. SazonofF was wrong to talk of 
the blindness of Grey. “ The menace of German hegemony 
is always in his thoughts, and he anxiously follows its advance. 
Do not believe he is blind. Far from it. He seems much 
more irresolute than he is. . • • He feels very strongly that he 
is the pillar and the born champion of the entente to which 
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his whole policy and his own future are welded. 

The approaching visit of King George V to Paris provided 
Russia with the desired opportunity for drawing closer to 
England. On April 3, 1914, the Tsar told Buchanan that he 
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would like a defensive alliance, or at any rate an arrangement 
like that existing between England and France, agreeing what 
each country would do in certain eventualities. It would be 
useful to arrange for the co-operation of the fleets. Nicolson 
thought that a discussion on the French model between the 
naval staffs, without in any way binding the Governments, 
would have great advantages. Grey’s reaction was more 
cautious. “ If the French agreed, we might let the Russians 
know what has passed between military and naval authorities 
on each side, but we had better postpone discussion of any- 
thing as long as we can.” There was, however, no escape 
from our importunate friends. Nicolson was informed that 
Sazonoff had asked Doumergue, the Premier and Foreign 
Minister, to speak to Grey about a defensive alliance or a 
naval convention. “ It is a very delicate matter,” minuted 
Grey on Nicolson’s report, “ and I am glad to be warned, but 
it is possible that it is the French who have inspired the 
Russians with the idea. It is curious that the Russians should 
be suggesting more than the French have got from us.” 

For the first and last time Grey accompanied the Sovereign 
on a State visit, and the intimacy of the Anglo-French entente 
was emphasized in every possible way. His report of the 
conversations is brief and colourless, but the French docu- 
ments provide a detailed account by Doumergue himself. 
Here is a brief summary : 

Doumergue : We have confidence in the friendship of 
England, and I am sure she would not fail us in the hour of 
peril. I merely remark how abnormal it is that, while France 
has naval arrangements with England and Russia, there is no 
co-ordination between the three. Could not England do with 
Russia what she has done with us ? 

Grey : As regards military co-operation we have done all 
we can with you. 

Doumergue : Of course, and therefore I only have naval 
activity in mind. Your country and mine have envisaged the 
co-operation of our squadrons in the North Sea. That is no 
obstacle to co-operation with Russia in the Baltic. Indeed, 
the latter is the logical consequence of the former. 

Grey : Very well, we might begin by telling Russia of the 
conversations between our General Staffs and then ask : 
What have you to say ? 

Doumergue : I quite approve this procedure. 

Grey : I will speak to Asquith and recommend the plan. 
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As regards France no English Government would refuse 
military and naval aid if she were unjustly menaced and 
attacked . But with Russia it is quite different. With her size 
and her immense reserves of man-power, people believe she 
could victoriously resist German aggression. 

Doumergue : There is a pro-German party in Russia — Witte 
is a member — which favours an entente at Austria’s expense. 
If you converse with Russia, and if our three Naval General 
Staffs have joint discussions, Russia, finding herself tied more 
closely to us, would be better able to resist German ap- 
jroaches. Do you not think there might be an exchange of 
etters in which we would agree that, if one of the three countries 
found itself suddenly menaced, or if the general situation made 
it appear necessary, a conversation a trois would immediately 
take place ? 

Grey : I do not reject the idea, but we must proceed 
methodically. We could examine that after we have com- 
municated to Russia our conversations relating to naval co- 
operation. 

The Russians asked for it, wrote Grey afterwards, the 
French pressed it, and we saw no reason to refuse provided 
that the whole transaction was strictly within the limits laid 
down in the Grey-Cambon letters. It would indeed have been 
as difficult to decline the Russian suggestion in 1914 as to 
rebuff the French in 1906. Yet the proviso that expert con- 
versations left the discretion of the Governments unimpaired 
failed once again to prevent enhanced expectations of support. 
Grey passes rather too lightly over the incident in his Me- 
moirs. Our partners in the Triple Entente were delighted at 
the readiness with which we accepted their plan. England 
saw n need for an alliance, reported Benckendorff to his 
chief, but she realized that, if the worst occurred, she would 
none the less have to march. When the ensuing discussions 
between British and Russian naval experts began, he joyfully 
reported that the Triple Entente had at last become a reality. 
Gambon, he added, had helped with hands and feet. The fly in 
the ointment was the fact that the negotiations were betrayed 
by a member of the Russian Embassy in London, and were 
revealed by Theodo,r Wolff in the Berliner Tageblatt at the 

instance of the Wilhelmstrasse. 

The story of our diplomacy in the last years of peace as 

revealed by the archives is a crescendo of commitments. The 
alliance with Japan in 1902, the promise of diplomatic support 
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to France in Morocco in the treaty of 1904, Lansdowne’s 
invitation to continuous discussion of contingencies in 1905, 
the authorization of non-binding discussions between naval 
and military experts in 1906, Hardinge’s conversations with 
Iswolsky at Reval in 1908, Mr. Lloyd George’s Mansion House 
speech in 1911, the Mediterranean Agreement and the Grey- 
Cambon letters in 1912, the naval discussions with Russia in 
the summer of 1914 — here were milestones along the road to 
full co-operation with France and Russia in the event of war. 
When the hour qf decision arrived, Grey had no more doubt 
where our honour and interests lay than his official advisers, 
Nicolson and Crowe, though for constitutional reasons his 
pace was not as quick as they desired. There is no more 
arresting document in our eleventh volume than Eyre 
Crowe’s memorandum to his chief on July 31. 

“ The argument that there is no written bond binding us to 
France is correct. There is no contractual obligation. But 
the entente has been made, strengthened, put to the test and 
celebrated in a manner justifying the belief that a moral bond 
was being forged. The whole policy of the entente can have 
no meaning if it does not signify that in a just quarrel England 
would stand by her friends.” 

The incisive words of the Civil Servant embodied the 
thoughts of the Foreign Secretary throughout his anxious 
years at the helm. His task was to work a system constructed 
before he was called to the helm. There is no reason to sup- 
pose that Lansdowne, its author, would have acted differently 
in any of the major emergencies of the time, and their joint 
achievements must be envisaged as an indivisible whole. 
Criticism both of their policy of Continental commitments 
and of their handling of particular issues, such as the Agadir 
crisis and the situation after Serajevo, is bound to continue ; 
but since the publication of the British Documents there is no 
longer the slightest doubt what our policy was. The whole 
story is unified and dominated by our reconciliation with 
France— not a union of hearts but a manage de raison. 

How shall we define British aims after the turning-point 
of 1904? I answer, to stand by France, first in regard to 
Morocco as by treaty bound, and later over the whole field of 
international politics so long as she was unaggressive ; to 
terminate the hostility of Russia which dated from the 
Crimean War and which seemed to threaten our Indian fron- 
tier; to strive for a naval agreement and neighbourly rela- 



104 BRITISH DIPLOMACY BEFORE 1914 

tions with Germany ; to maintain our traditions of an invin- 
cible navy and a small voluntary army ; to be friends with the 
United States ; to keep the alliance with Japan in repair ; to 
work for reforms in Macedonia and the Belgian Congo; 
to labour for peace without forgetting the dread possibilities 
of war. Of such a programme there is no need to be ashamed. 

That it proved impossible to avert a catastrophe in 1914 was 

due to the co-existence of three deep-rooted antagonisms the 

Franco-German feud about the Rhine provinces, the Anglo- 
German dispute about the fleet, the Austro-Russian rivalry in 
the Near East. For none of them were British statesmen 
responsible. At the opening of the twentieth century Europe 
was faced with problems too complex to be solved by a single 
State. The belief that any nation or statesman was an arch 
criminal is no longer held by serious students of history. It 
is part of the tragedy of the World War that every belligerent 
can make out a case entirely convincing to itself. For tragedy, 
in Hegel’s words, is the conflict not of right with wrong, but 
of right with right. How could the system of armed groups 
and alliances in an age of rampant Imperialism be expected 
to inaugurate a co-operative and stabilized world? The 
ultimate cause of the explosion was the European anarchy, 
the absence of international machinery, the doctrine of the 
unfettered national State, the universal assumption that the 
graver disputes could only be settled by war. 


CONVERSATION WITH LORD GREY, FEBRUARY 14, 

1929 

Principles of Policy 

7 . Your policy, as I understand it, was based on three principles — 
two old, one new. The first was supremacy at sea. 

G. Yes, but leaving the United States out of account. I never 
regarded the Two Power standard as applying to them. 

7 . The second was the Balance of Power. 

G. I don’t like that phrase. 

7 . I mean by it what you have expressed as follows : “ England 
has always drifted or deliberately gone into opposition to any 
Power which establishes a hegemony in Europe.” 

G. Thus interpreted, I accept it. 

7 . Your third principle was friendship with France. 

G. Yes. 

7 . You also took over from Lansdowne the policy of a rapproche- 
ment with Russia. Nearly all foreign and some English writers 
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make you responsible for the great change over from isolation to 
what I call Continentalism. It seems to me that the new lines were 
laid down by Lansdowne rather than by you. 

G. That is so. 

ANGLO-FRENCH RELATIONS 

j y ou S aid during the war that you believed there were no re- 
cords here of Barnardiston’s conversations in Brussels. 

G. They were purely academic. 

I. They have been found in the War Office. The men who may 
have known about them had all gone to the war. 

G . Are you going to publish them ? 

j They we re published in our third volume last December. 
Did you read any parts of that volume ? 

G. No. I can read so little. 

I. If you had consulted the Cabinet in January 1906 about your 
conversations with Cambon, as you now admit would have been 
wise, would you have met with opposition ? In other words, would 
it have made any real difference to history ? 

G. I don’t think so. Campbell-Bannerman and Ripon, as well as 
Asquith and Haldane, knew and approved. We should doubtless 
have had criticism but not, I should say, opposition. It was im- 
possible to refuse the French request for military consultations : 
that would have been to undo all the work of 1904-j. Besides, we 
made, it clear that we were to remain absolutely uncommitted. 

I. General Huguet, in his book, says that you, Haldane and 
Campbell-Bannerman were too clever not to realize that these 
conversations and arrangements constituted something like a 
moral engagement. 

G. If that had been the case, Cambon would have said so in 1914, 
whereas he only appealed to our interests. 

I. Cambon spoke very differently to Wickham Steed, when he 
asked if the word honour was to be blotted out of the English 
language. 

G. We always made it clear that the conversations left the 
Governments absolutely free, and we stated it in the letters of 1912, 
which I think reassured some of my colleagues. 

I. Cambon thought that the Liberal maximum might have been 
only a Conservative minimum. Would the Conservatives have 
gone further to meet French wishes and been ready to make an 
alliance ? 

G. Some Conservatives would have liked to do so, but it would 

have been impossible. Public opinion would have been opposed to 
it. 

I. The more I study the documents the more I feel that our 
friendship with France, once made, rendered real friendship with 
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Germany impossible. Biilow admits in his book that the pulf 
between France and Germany was too wide to be bridged. Fran 
was suspicious of all our approaches to Germany ; and German 
policy in Morocco and in regard to the fleet made friendly relations 
with us difficult. Your task was pretty hopeless. 

G. As long as Holstein was there, nothing could be done 
7 . Holstein was half cracked. 


G. And Biilow was false. Look at his treatment of Chamberlain 
7 . I should prefer the word slippery. wcuua. 

G . Yes, slippery is better. 

7 . There were difficulties on this side also. I am imoressed Kv 

Eyre Crowe’s intense hostility to Germany. P 7 

G. Crowe was anti-German. But I don’t think the Minutes of 
officials ought to be published, or they will be afraid to write them. 

7 . They add greatly to the interest and value of diplomatic 
publications. Sir Austen Chamberlain has given us a free hand 
except as regards obviously hasty and unconsidered Minutes’ 
which we have no desire to publish. * 


AGADIR 


7 . I have always regretted that you authorized Lloyd George’s 
Mansion House speech and did not keep the Agadir issue in your 
own hands. 

G. But Germany had sent me no reply ; and did it not prevent 
war ? 

7 . Possibly, though I don’t think it was so near as that. The 
Kaiser and Bethmann were opposed to war over Morocco. But it 
made very bad blood, played into the hands of Tirpitz and the 
Militarists, and led to the increase of armaments. 

G. That is very interesting. If it is the case, it shows how bad 
the situation in Europe was. They began it by sending a ship to 
Agadir. 

7 . The Germans think that France began it by the occupation of 
Fez. 


* 9 l 4 


7 . Foreigners find it difficult to believe that you never enquired 
about the details of the naval discussions with Russia. 

G. I did not, and I believe very little was actually done. In any 
case there could have been nothing affecting naval strategy, like 
the Mediterranean agreement of 1912, which was important. 

7 . In July 1914 the ideal would have been for you to state in 
good time what we should do. But I know that was impossible, 
as the Cabinet was divided. 

G. Quite impossible. 

7 . You were widely blamed for not urging Russia to abstain 
from any irrevocable step which might start hostilities. 
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G. I resent that criticism. After Germany refused the Confer- 
ence I could not put pressure on Russia. She was far less prepared 
for war than Germany. If I had tried to hold back her military 
preparations, Sazonoff would at once have said : Then will you 
help us if war comes ? It was for Germany to hold back Austria, 
who was her ally, and to whom therefore she had a right to speak. 
She should have pressed Berchtold tb accept the Conference. 

I. She dared not do so. The German Government did not want 
war but it had given Austria carte blanche and could not regain 
control of the situation. And it was genuinely afraid of losing its 
only dependable ally. The Austrians did not want a patched up 
settlement with Servia, and they had such bitter memories of the 
Ambassadors’ Conference during the Balkan wars that they would 
not look at the idea. This was thoroughly understood at Berlin. 

G. I agree that neither the Kaiser nor Bethmann nor Jagow 
wanted war. But why should they be afraid of losing Austria ? 
What could she do ? 

J. Ge rmany was convinced that the Alliance was at stake if she 
declined to play up, and she dreaded isolation. 

RUSSIA 

J. Many writers, here and abroad, while fully recognizing your 
desire for peace, argue that you allowed our friends to make the 
pace. We were a satiated Power ; they were not. We had indeed 
made up our quarrels with them, but in doing so we got mixed up 
in their quarrels with other people. 

G. That is only partially true. We should never have supported 
France in aggression. 

I. Of course not, and she knew it. But she was tied to Russia, 
who was both ambitious and untrustworthy. 

G. Russia was like a big ship without a rudder. There was no 
real control. Think of Hartwig at Teheran. War was not inevit- 
able in 1914, but it was almost inevitable some time on account of 
the state of Europe with its balance of power, alliances and arma- 
ments. That is why I am So keen on the League, Locarno, and 
disarmament. It was a very bad mistake to attribute the whole 
responsibility for the war to the Central Powers in the Treaty of 
Versailles, as J have said in the Preface to the cheap edition of my 
book. 



PRINCE BULOW AND HIS MEMOIRS 

I N the vast literature on the origins of the first world war 
Prince Biilow’s Memoirs hold a place apart. Most of the 
statesmen who occupied themselves with foreign affairs in the 
last decade of peace have told their tale, but none of them 
has covered so much ground. Grey’s survey of the crowded 
years before the catastrophe fills a single volume of moderate 
size. Iswolsky died at the age of sixty-three, when his narra- 
tive had only reached his appointment as Minister of Foreign 
Affairs in 1906. Bethmann’s pathetic apologia begins in 
1909, that of Sazonoff in 1910, that of Poincard in 1912. 
Berchtold’s elaborate presentation, though far advanced, is 
not yet available. Bulow’s narrative, on the other hand , 
composed at leisure during the decade which followed the 
defeat of the Central Powers, fills four volumes, the first two 
dealing with the years 1897-1909, when he was mainly res- 
ponsible for German foreign policy, the third contin uin g the 
story till 1919, and a fourth recording the experiences of his 
early diplomatic career. 

The ex-Chancellor resisted all appeals to allow publication 
during his life, and his readers benefit by a decision which 
enabled him to write with complete freedom of his master, 
his friends, and his foes. Like other statesmen who held high 
office in the last anxious period of peace, he has been as bit- 
terly attacked by his own countrymen as by critics beyond the 
frontier. In his Imperial Germany , published in 1913 and 
partially re written in 191 6, he adroitly defended his handiwork; 
but that remarkable book was written to form part of a vast 
co-operative glorification of German achievement during the 
first twenty-five years of the reign of William D, in which 
there was no place for criticism. Though he had lost his post 
and his master’s favour, he was not wholly free ; for Kiderlen 
had regained his footing after a decade of disgrace, and Biilow 
would have been more than human if he had burned his boats. 
But with the Kaiser in exile, Germany a Republic, and the 
leading figures of the Imperial regime dead or in retirement, 
there was nothing to prevent him from saying exactly what he 
thought. Like Poincard he fights with the gloves off, hitting 
out sharply and sometimes savagely at men who put obstacles 
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in his path or criticized his character and policy. Germany is 
poorer in political memoirs than England or France ; but 
5iis massive autobiography finds a place in the first class of 
this category, yielding in interest and importance, so far as 
Germany is concerned, to the Reflections and Recollections of 

Bismarck alone. , , 

The figure of William H, full of life and colour, is continu- 
ally on the stage, and every chapter of the first two volumes 
contains incidents and comments which help us to visualize 
him as he appeared to the brilliant Minister. The abiding 
impression which we carry away is that he never grew up. 
It reads— and is obviously meant to read— like the stoiy of 
a tactful tutor struggling to educate an exceptionally gifted; 
high-spirited and knpulsive pupil. On his fall the Prince 
handed back the hundreds of letters which he had received 
from the last of the Hohenzollems ; but we hardly seem to 
miss them; so abundant is the material provided by the author 
and other intimates of the enfant terrible: His complicated 
nature could only be understood by those who knew him 
well, and for that reason the picture drawn in such a well- 
known book as Count Zedhtz’s Twelve "Years at the Kaiser s 
Court is unconvincing. The best approach is through Johannes 
Haller’s fascinating life of Eulenburg, and the picture 
drawn in the biography of the Kaiser’s best friend is confirmed 

by the pen of the fallen Chancellor. 

When Biilow was summoned in 1897 to succeed Marschall 
von Bieberstein as Foreign Secretary, the sun was shining 
brightly in the heavens. He belonged to one of the oldest and 
most distinguished of Prussian families ; his father had been 
Foreign Minister in the sevendes ; unlike Marschall, he had 
never quarrelled with the Bismarcks ; during twenty years at 
Paris and St. Petersburg, Bucharest and Rome, he had learned 
the arts and crafts of diplomacy ; his ready wit, wide culture, 
and personal charm were known to all ; his gifted and de- 
lightful wife, a superb musician, was connected with Min- 
ghetti and other leading Italian families ; he was only forty- 
eight and in excellent health ; he was the friend of Eulenburg, 
who at that time possessed the Kaiser’s ear and who had 
helped to secure his appointment ; he was a persona grata to 
Hohenlohe, the veteran Chancellor, to Holstein, the un- 
crowned King of the Foreign Office, and above all to the 
Kaiser himself. 

The international situation was not without its difficulties, 
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but there were no black clouds directly overhead. Three bad 
mistakes in the field of foreign policy had been made since 
Bismarck’s guiding hand had been withdrawn. The refusal to 
renew the secret treaty of reinsurance with Russia when its 
three-year term ended in 1890 was a costly error, for it 
accelerated the drift of Russia towards France. Co-operation 
with the Dual Alliance to rob Japan of some of the fruits of 
victory over China angered a nation whose foil strength was 
unrealized and who knew how to wait for the day of revenge. 
Finally the Kruger telegram ended the cordial relations 
between the British Empire and the new Germany, and 
taught the man in the street to think of the two countries for 
the first time as potential foes. All nations, however, make 
mistakes at times, and the relations of the Great Powers 
changed so frequently with their momentary needs or interests 
that there was always a chance for a resourceful diplomatist 
to counteract or circumscribe the evil that had been wrought. 
Germany’s strength was undeniable, yet common sense 
su gg este d that the Bismarckian maxim of limited liability 
was still the best. At home the wealth of the country was 
increasing by leaps and bounds, and there seemed to be no 
limit to its power and prosperity in the years that lay ahead. 
All that was needed was s kilf ul steering of the ship. 

On the way from Rome to Kiel, where the Kaiser was 
awaiting him, Btilow stopped in Frankfort to meet Eulenburg, 
who gave him a brief but pregnant memorandum. William 
n, he wrote, took everything subjectively. Only personal 
arguments impressed him. He liked to instruct, not to be 
instructed. He hated to be bored. He must shine, and he 
desired to do and determine everything himself, though often 
with unfortunate results. He was ambitious and jealous, and 
a proposal had the best chance of acceptance if made to appear 
that it came from himself. Everything had to be made easy 
for him. Biilow must never forget that His Majesty needed 
occasional praise. He was one of those natures which lose 
their spirits if they do not receive recognition, and when he 
deserved it he was as grateful as a good and clever child. No 
one but Eulenburg, most subtle of psychologists and a bom 
writer, could have described the ruler so accurately in a few 
sentences, and the advice which Biilow received from other 
quarters tallied with his testimony. Lucanus, the head of the 
Kaiser’s Civil Cabinet, used to say that he often slipped, but 
that he usually picked himself up if he had the right counsellor 
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at his side. The Grand Duke Friedrich of Baden, the wisest 
man then sitting on a German throne, knew the strength and 
|Sm«s of hfi nephew’s character, and, like King Albert 
of Saxony, prayed ardently that the new Minister, while 
utilizing the ruler’s shining qualities for the good of his 
people, might keep his dangerous impulses within bounds. 

The relation of the Chancellor to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs in the Hohenzollern Empire varied widely with the 
holders of those high offices. Bismarck s Foreign Secretaries, 
the elder Biilow, Hatzfeldt, Herbert Bismarck, were cyphers. 
Under Caprivi, a soldier who knew nothing of foreign affairs, 
Marschall, with Holstein behind him, had a good deal of 
power, which he retained under Hohenlohe. When Biilow 
was installed in the Wilhelmstrasse in 1897 Hohenlohe was 
seventy-eight, and, though still vigorous in mind, was feeling 
the strain of years. Thus the first professional diplomatist 
since the fall of Bismarck to hold the rudder became the main 
director of foreign policy from the outset, and when he 
succeeded Hohenlohe as Chancellor in 1900 there was no 
one to say him nay save the Kaiser himself. That the supreme 
responsibility for the course of the German ship between 1897 
and 1909 is shared by these two men was known to us all, and 
the exact degree of responsibility attaching to each in the great 
decisions of the time was revealed by the publication of Die 
Grosse Politik. Biilow’s Memoirs are a precious though far 
less trustworthy addition to our knowledge. He naturally 
makes the best case for himself, and he is entitled to remind 
the reader of the unusual difficulties of his position. His 
welcome at Kiel, he tells us, was delightful in its cordiality 
and frank simplicity. He adds that it was only by degrees 
that he learned of the reefs that lurked beneath the shining 
surface of the sea. 

In these glittering pages we see a ruler of outstanding gifts, 
lofty ideals, and not a few attractive qualities. We read of his 
friendliness, his goodness of heart, his naturalness when 
alone with a friend, his willingness to listen to “ curtain 
lectures ” from a trusted adviser, his brightness and charm. 
His intellectual powers were considerable, his knowledge 
wide if not deep, his quickness of apprehension phenomenal, 
while his eloquence never ceased to impress such an accom- 
plished rival and such a critical judge as Biilow himself. In 
the latter respect indeed nature had been too lavish in her 
favours, for William II thirsted to make use of the gift for 
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speech which he knew himself to possess. On accompanying 
his master to Vienna shortly after his appoin tm ent, the new 
Foreign Secretary urged him to adapt his Toast to the prosaic 
temperament of Francis Joseph. “ My dear Bernhard ” 
replied the Kaiser in the friendliest tone, “ you are, of course 
much cleverer than I, but I know more about speaking than 
you. I believe you have never made a public speech. I have 
made plenty, and I can say without vanity that they were not 
bad. So let me speak in my own way.” He proceeded to 
deliver a dithyrambic harangue which obviously displeased 
the old host, to whom over-emphasis and gush were anathema. 
Worse was to follow, and it was one of Btilow’s constant cares 
to avert, conceal or explain away rhetorical lapses which 
sometimes echoed round the world. 

“ Perhaps the most detrimental speech he ever made ” is 
the comment on the “ Hunnenrede ” of 1900. The Kaiser’s 
equilibrium was always disturbed when his vivid imagination 
turned to the Far East. His famous picture of the Yellow 
Peril, with the inscription “ Peoples of Europe, preserve your 
holiest possessions,” was a nightmare to his Ministers, and is 
rightly described by Biilow as grotesque ; yet reproductions 
were hung by his orders in the ships of the Hamburg-Amerika 
and the Norddeutscher Lloyd bound for the East, “ to the 
delight of the English who sucked no small advantage from 
this offence to Japanese feeling.” His aversion to the Japanese 
as a race extended to individuals, and we are assured that he 
treated their diplomats and officers badly, despite the remon- 
strances of his advisers. 

If the Japanese were not to his taste, how much greater was 
his horror of the Chinese ! Never did Biilow find him in a 
state of such excitement as during the opening phases of the 
Boxer revolt, and the overstrained nerves found expression in 
the historic words to the departing troops at Bremerhafen on 
June 27, 1900. “ Pardon will not be granted, prisoners will 
not be made. As a thousand years ago the Huns of Attila 
made themselves a name which lives in story and legend, so let 
the German name be impressed on China by you in such a way 
that no Chinaman ever again dares to look askance at a 
German.” Before the speech was finished the agitated 
Foreign Secretary issued instructions that it was not to be 
published till it had been corrected by himself. The journalists 
loyally obeyed, but the reporter of a local paper, perched on a 
neighbouring roof, had caught the fatal phrase and given it to 
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a listening world. The Kaiser was delighted to learn that his 
speech had appeared in its original form, but his mood quickly 
changed when Biilow pointed out that it would produce a 
devastating effect on the reputation of a Christian country. 
The two men sat up talking till midnight, and on parting the 
Kaiser shook hands, remarking “ I know you wish me well, 
but I am what I am and I cannot change.” “ You must deal 
with this in the Reichstag,” whispered Hohenlohe to Biilow 
as he heard the fatal words, “ for I cannot.” The Foreign 
Minister did his best with the inevitable interpellations ; but 
he could not prevent the foes of Germany in two great wars 
from describing as Huns “ the good and noble German 
people, the most truly humane in the world.” 

Next in unh appy celebrity among the Imperial utterances 
was the declaration at Damascus to “ the three hundred 
million Mohammedans throughout the world” that the 
German Emperor would at all times be their friend. When 
the meal was over Biilow instructed the official reporter who 
accompanied the party to Palestine and Syria that the speech 
must not be published till he had corrected it. The reporter 
replied that it had already gone, and quoted the orders of the 
Kaiser himself. A third phrase destined to immortality was 
the farewell signal “ from the Admiral of the Atlantic to the 
Admiral of the Pacific” after a meeting with the Tsar at 
Reval. The cool reply was “ Good-bye,” and the Captain of 
the Hohen^pllern promptly gave orders not to divulge the 
exchange. The Russians had no reason to be discreet, and 
the story soon appeared in an English paper. The incident 
was particularly annoying to Biilow who, despite his out- 
spoken criticisms of his master’s technique, repeatedly 
declares that he never indulged in Napoleonic dreams. 
Such rhetorical extravagances were merely the expression of 
temperamental irresponsibility ; but foreigners could not be 
expected to understand that the last of the Hohenzollerns 
was an actor, not a man of action, an artist in phrases, not a 
ruthless megalomaniac. Despite reiterated protests and 
promises of amendment, he never learned to bridle his 
tongue. 

In addition to the above mentioned slips, and others only a 
litde less known, we learn for the first time in these pages of a 
letter to Theodore Roosevelt filled with strident vituperation 
against the Japanese and heated exhortations to his American 
friend to be on his guard against the Yellow Peril. Not till 
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after its despatch did the writer confess what he had done and 
when the Chancellor convinced him that the letter must on no 
account reach the President’s hands, he was permitted to 
telegraph instructions to New York to return it unopened to 
Berlin. The Kaiser, he suggests, must have been glad when 
the war broke out that such a high explosive was not in the 
possession of the admirerwho had turned into his most uncom- 
promising foe. On another occasion Bulow also narrowly 
succeeded in averting a costly blunder. “ I shall, of course 
take no notice of the wife of Franz Ferdinand,” remarked 
William II as they journeyed to Vienna in 1903. Wedel, the 
German Ambassador in Vienna, who was also travelling in 
the Imperial saloon, protested in vain. The Chancellor 
motioned to Wedel to leave him along with his mas ter, know- 
ing full well that he would never climb down in the presence of 
a third party. The impetuous monarch was still protesting 
when they reached the terminus. “You have now the choice 
of making the future Emperor of Austria a friend or a foe for 
ever,” whispered Bulow, shooting his final bolt as the tr ain 
pulled up. A moment later the Kaiser was greeting Franz 
Ferdinand in the friendliest maimer and saying, “ When may I 
have the honour of paying my homage to your wife ? ” The 
Archduke,- blushing with delight, bowed and kissed the 
Kaiser’s hand, and the friendship began which lasted unbroken 
till the shots rang out at Serajevo. We find in these pages 
more than one discussion whether William II could be de- 
scribed as altogether normal. Hohenlohe had his doubts. 
His successor in the Chancellorship maintains that he was, 
though he was excitable and superficial. 

Though the portrait of William II is drawn with special 
care, every prominent actor on the crowded stage comes up 
for judgment. Of Bismarck, whom he had known from boy- 
hood and whom he visited at Friedrichsruh soon after his 
appointment as Foreign Minister, he speaks with unbounded 
admiration, and he performed the difficult feat of keeping on 
good terms with Herbert Bismarck to the end. The widowed 
Empress Frederick appears in her usual role of Cassandra. 
“ Remember what I tell you to-day, Donna Laura,” said she to 
the mother of Princess Bulow ; “ Mon fils sera la ruine de 
l’Allemagne.” We hear much of the Kaiserin’s unselfish 
devotion to husband and children, and not a little of her trials 
and overstr ain ed nerves. Hohenlohe is invariably mentioned 
with respect for his independence and ripe judgment. The 



PRINCE BULOW AND MS MEMOIRS 1 1 5 

sinister Holstein is wittily compared to a watch-dog who 
defends the house against burglars, though one could not be 
sure that he would not occasionally bite has master in the leg. 
The energy and ability of Tirpitz are frankly recognized, but 
we are assured that he had no head for politics. We often 
meet the fascinating Eulenburg, whose letters are a delight ; 
but there is usually an undercurrent of criticism, which pre- 
pares us for the dibacle in the second volume. In the Foreign 
Secretaries, with the exception of Richthofen, he finds little to 
praise, and he allows himself to describe Jagow as “ small in 
body and mind.” The bitterest attacks are reserved for Count 
Monts, whose incisive letters fill a larger space than those of 
anyone else. His offence appears to have been that, after 
extravagant and interested laudations of Biilow in the years of 
his power, he turned against him after his fall. The only 
error to which the Prince pleads guilty is in consenting against 
his better judgment to the appointment of Monts to the 
Embassy at Rome. The ex-Ambassador lived just long enough 
to learn of the posthumous revenge of his old patron, but not 
long enough to reply. 

Biilow peppers his pages with caustic comments on the men 
who, as he sees it, dissipated the opulent heritage he had left. 
Every mention of the name of Bethmann Hollweg is the signal 
for expressions of contempt. In his own apologia, Bethmann 
hinted pretty plainly that the fourth Chancellor had left him a 
bad pack of cards. Biilow at once retaliated in an open letter 
to the Hamburger Fremdenblatt> and in his Memoirs he throws all 
reserve to the winds. Bethmann is denounced as the Minister 
who with the ultimatum to Servia and his blundering diplo- 
macy committed the most terrible error in the history of 
Germany and one of the greatest errors in the history of the 
world. Signing a blank cheque to Vienna was crazy, and the 
unhappy phrase “ a scrap of paper ” was the equivalent of a 
lost battle. The war ended as badly as it began, for the Kaiser 
should have sought and found an honourable death on the 
batdefield when all was lost. Of the Emperor Karl, Erzberger, 
and the Weimar Constitution he writes with disdain. 

Amid this throng of bunglers and mediocrities stands Ger- 
many’s fourth Chancellor as drawn by himself, steering the 
ship of state, so far as his impetuous master allowed, with 
effortless superiority. The six years covered in the first 
volume are tranquil enough, compared with the six that were 
to follow. The most controversial aspect of his activities 
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between 1897 and 1903 was his handling of Anglo-German 
relations ; and although no irreparable breach occurred, the 
opening of a new century saw the Governments and peoples 
drifting steadily away from one another. Here, indeed, was the 
acid test of his statesmanship. Bulow’s direct knowledge of 
England was confined to brief visits, and he never fully 
understood our character and outlook. Since France was 
notoriously irreconcilable and Russia was the rival of Austria 
in the Near East, it was vital for Germany to keep in with 
England, all the more because the loss of British friendship 
was bound to loosen the slender ties which bound Italy to the 
Central Powers. Two unfortunate decisions were made which 
were in a large measure to govern the coming years. The first 
was the creation of a large fleet, which, though its real sponsor 
was William II, was welcomed by Biilow and is stoutly de- 
fended in retrospect. Repeating the arguments adduced in 
Imperial Germany , he maintains that a Great Power with 
strongly armed neighbours, oversea possessions, and a world- 
wide trade, required a navy big enough for dfefence against any 
attack, though, of course, a “ danger-zone ” period, while the 
ships were building, demanded a particularly skilful hand at the 
helm if a conflict with England was to be avoided. The policy, 
he believes, was wise and inevitable, and he is confident that 
only the substitution of Bethmann for himself deprived Ger- 
many of the peace with honour which the F ' lottenpolitik was 
intended to guarantee. 

The second important decision in the field of Anglo- 
German relations in these years was the chilly response to 
Joseph Chamberlain’s suggestions of an alliance. For his 
attitude in this critical matter Biilow has been sharply attacked 
by one after another of his countrymen, Johannes Haller, 
Eckardstein, Eugen Fischer, Willy Becker, who argued that he 
threw away a priceless opportunity which never recurred. His 
rejoinder constitues the most valuable contribution to the 
history of European diplomacy which these pages contain. 
Every one should now be aware that no offer of an alliance 
was ever made from Downing Street by the Prime Minister 
or the Foreign Secretary, and a good deal of the wind has thus 
been taken out of Eckardstein’s sails. But the fact remains 
that there were influential men in Salisbury’s Cabinet who, fij 
view of the threatening attitude of France and Russia, desired 
a close working association with Berlin. The* Prince’s argu- 
ment is that an alliance with England involved the danger of a 
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conflict with Russia, of which Germany would have to bear 
the brunt ; that such a risk could only be run in return for 
ample compensations ; and that no British offer, official or 
semi-official, ever reached the Wilhelms trasse which contained 
the elements of an acceptable bargain. He adds that all the 
men responsible for Germany’s foreign policy agreed that, 
while an alliance on favourable terms would have been most 
welcome, a partnership without equality of risk could not be 
entertained, since Germany, unlike Great Britain, did not stand 
alone. What our Empire was to us, he argues, the Triple 
Alliance was to her. No German statesman had a right to 
expose his country to the hazards of a great war without 
bringing the Austrian partner into the pact, which British 
statesmen declined to allow. It is a plausible argument sus- 
tained with the usual skill, and in fairness we must remember 
that the w eakn ess of the Russian colossus was not revealed till 
1904. But most Englishmen and many Germans will continue 
to believe that it would have been wiser to win and hold the 
confidence of the British Empire than, in feat of a breach with 
Russia, to drive us to turn our eyes elsewhere. 

The second volume is even more arresting than the first, 
for it covers a more eventful period. The impressions derived 
from the first instalment of this monumental apologia are con- 
firmed by the sequel. Biilow wrote as well as he talked, and 
there is scarcely a dull page in the book. He looks back with 
abounding satisfaction on his years of office, his services to 
throne and Fatherland, his skilful diplomacy, his eloquent 
speeches in the Reichstag. The whole work breathes the full- 
blooded conviction that under his guidance Germany enjoyed 
power and prosperity, that the subsequent shipwreck was due 
to the dropping of the pilot and the neglect of his warnings. 
William II, he declares over and over again, required a coun- 
sellor of exceptional wisdom and courage to restrain him from 
his dangerous follies, and when the fourth Chancellor was gone 
there was none to take his place. Tirpitz had no political head. 
Bethmann was a timid mediocrity, ever unable to make up his 
mind. Schoen, Jagow, Monts, Schiemann, and other actors on 
the crowded stage are rarely mentioned without expressions of 
anger or contempt. The Prince even stoops to reveal secrets 
of the private life of two well-known public men, one of whom 
was still alive. Few readers will close this volume without a 
diminished respect for the character of its brilliant author. 

In the field of foreign affairs the book is disappointing. 
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The years which it covers, 1903-9, embrace the first Morocco 
crisis, the naval rivalry with Great Britain, and the anxious 
months of the Bosnian crisis. Students of Die Grosse Politik 
find very little which they did not know, and Biilow makes no 
serious attempt to rebut the charges of his critics. He con- 
tinues to assert that his Moroccan policy was the only possible 
reply to the threatened repudiation of treaty rights, and datin g 
that the Conference of Algeciras gave him the substance of his 
demands. Yet the guarantees which he secured merely re- 
tarded the process by which Morocco passed under the in- 
fluence of France, and its main result was the ceme ntin g 0 f the 
Entente. He depicts himself as urging Tirpitz and their 
common master during his last year of office not to antagonize 
England by forcing the pace of the F lottenpolitik, and blames 
them for resisting his advice ; but he does not appear to 
realize that the estrangement had already taken place before his 
belated attempts to put on the brakes, and that the forces 
which he had helped to set in motion were almost certain to 
pass beyond his control. He dwells with special satisfaction on 
his handling of the Bosnian crisis, and claims with truth that he 
combined unflinching support of Germany’s only reliable 
ally with the maintenance of European peace. He presents, 
however, only one side of the balance sheet, and omits to 
mention that the humiliation of Russian national sentiment in 
March, 1909, rankled on till 1914 and made it difficult, if not 
impossible, to give way when the Servian protegi again ap- 
pealed for help. The impression which the chapters on foreign 
policy in this volume are designed to leave is that the diplo- 
matic position when the Prince surrendered the helm was 
relatively satisfactory, and that it was the fault of his successors 
that the lights went out. For such complacency there is not the 
slightest excuse. Relations with Russia, France, England and 
Italy were demonstrably worse. The Triple Entente, which 
had been unthinkable in 1897, was a. stark reality in 1909. 

However disappointed we may be at the author’s sketchy 
treatment of foreign affairs, we are compensated by the scin- 
tillating record of his partnership with die Kaiser and of the 
various stages of the breach. No such damning indictment has 
ever been made, for none of his chief servants enjoyed the 
same opportunities of intimate and continuous observation. 
In length of service he was surpassed by Tirpitz, but the Kaiser 
never made the Admiral his personal friend. In the course of 
his reign he had two “ favourites ’’—the expression is Bulow s 
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—Prince Eulenburg and Prince Fiirstenberg, though the latter 
never won the place in his master’s heart that the fascinating 
Phili had possessed. Neither of them, however, was long in his 
company at any one time, and neither knew very much at 
first hand of his graver political activities. For twelve years 
Biilow was the trusted adviser of the monarch, who enjoyed 
the society of the most brilliant conversationalist in Germany, 
and heaped upon him public and private marks of favour. 
Even if we make allowances for the fact that the fallen states- 
man is paying off old scores, the picture emerges of a man who 

was tragically unfit to rule a mighty empire. 

That Billow’s indictment of William II never extends to uie 
political system which he inherited is a measure of his limita- 
tions ; for the English reader, reared in the bracing tradition 
of self-government, is aware in every chapter that the real 
culprit was rather the constitution than the man. The Prince 
repeatedly declares himself a royalist, and there is no reason 
to doubt his assertion that he always strove to maintain the 
prerogatives of the Crown ; but on his own showing the result 
was a lamentable failure. The experience of England and 
other free countries proves that power cannot be permanendy 
divided between Monarch and Parliament : one or the other 
must win the struggle. The Constitution of the German 
Empire, as drawn up by Bismarck, worked fairly well so long 
as he was at the helm, for everyone knew that he alone was in 
command. With weaker Chancellors and an Emperor deter- 
mined to assert himself, the unified control which is equally 
vital to an autocratic and a democratic government came to an 
end. Billow’s political philosophy repudiated constitutional 
monarchy, but demanded that the ruler should always possess 
and give ear to wise Ministers. That these conditions were 
unlikely to be filled is clear from a narrative which roundly 
condemns the mistakes of his predecessors and successors. 
In his well-known work, Kegierung und Volkswille , published 
shortly before the war of 1914-1918, Professor Hans Del- 
briick glorified the German Constitution as the ideal com- 
promise between autocracy and democracy. On paper it was 
doubtless well enough, but it could only succeed by a com- 
bination of factors which hardly ever synchronized. The 
Kaiser reserved certain subjects, such as the size of the navy, 
for his exclusive decision, and the Opposition parties in the 
Reichstag clamoured for further instalments of democracy. 
In the most perfectly organized of European States, as 
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Lord Haldane once remarked, there was anarchy at the too 

Though William II did not relish the control which the 
Chancellor endeavoured to maintain over his actions and 
speeches, there was no obvious competitor for the highest 
post. With the important exception of naval policy he had no 
deep-rooted confidence in his own judgment in the larger 
problems of diplomacy. His dependence on Bulow is strikingly 
illustrated in the well-known correspondence, first published 
in Die Grosse Politik and reproduced in these pages, which 
followed the signature of the Pact of Bjorko in 1905. The 
Chancellor advised his master to content himself with obtaining 
the Tsar’s acceptance in principle of a defensive alliance, 
leaving the details to be subsequently worked out by Lams- 
dorff and himself. “ A slight cloud passed over the intelligent 
and mobile countenance of His Majesty, which told me that it 
was his desire on this occasion, trusting to the magic of his 
personality, to manage the whole affair himself. When I asked 
if I was to accompany him, he replied in the most friendly way 
that my society was always a delight, but that this time he felt 
that he would achieve more if he confronted the Russian 
autocrat alone.” The signing of the Treaty was described in 
the most roseate Imperial telegram which Bulow ever received ; 
but when the text arrived he discovered to his horror that it 
was confined to Europe, thereby depriving it of its chief value 
for Germany in the event of war with England. Still worse was 
the Kaiser’s intention to draw Denmark into the alliance, in 
order that she might in case of need close the Baltic to an 
English fleet. Finally the Treaty was countersigned by 
Tschirschky, an official of the Foreign Office in attendance on 
the Kaiser, and by Admiral Birileff, who did not even read it. 

The Chancellor dispatched a long and devastating criticism 
to his master, and added that he could not accept responsibility 
for what had occurred. The ruler replied in an emotional 
letter in which defence of his handiwork melts into passionate 
appeal. “ I thought I had worked for you and achieved 
something out of the common, and then you send me a few 
cool lines and your resignation ! ! 1 You will not expect me, 
dear Bulow, to describe my feelings. To be treated thus by my 
best and most intimate friend, without any adequate reason, 
has given me such a terrible shock that I am absolutely broken 
and fear I am in for a nervous breakdown. ... I have not 
deserved it. No, my friend, you remain in office and will 
continue to co-operate with me ad majorem Germaniae gloriam . 
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A postscript added ! “ I appeal to your friendship for me, and 
do not let me hear any more of your going. Telegraph to me 
All right ! Then I shall know that you will stay. For the 
morning after the arrival of your request to resign would not 
find the Kaiser alive ! Think of my poor wife and children.” 

Biilow’s filings on receipt of this letter are described in 
one of the most arresting pages of the book. He read it, he 
declares, with deep emotion. There had been many differ- 
ences of opinion, “ but I loved him with all my heart, and not 
only for all the goodness he had shown me. I loved the 
highly-gifted man with his noble qualities, who could be so 
kind and lovable, so simple and natural, so magnanimous. I 
am not ashamed to say that I was still quite under his spell. 
Though scarcely ten years older, I was more mature. My feel- 
ings for him were like those of a father for his son who 
sometimes annoys him and more often causes him anguish, 
but whose brilliant talents, gifts of mind and heart, and many 
shining qualities continually delight and attract him. Even in 
later years, when I had no more illusions as to his super- 
ficiality and vanity, his untrustworthiness and especially his 
lack of truthfulness, even when he fled abroad leaving ruin 
behind him, I could never resolve to hate him.” The appeal 
was brought to the Chancellor by Moltke, who described in 
vivid language the lamentable condition of his master, and 
begged him to write at once and as warmly as possible. If not, 
“ a complete collapse ” was to be feared. Biilow’s reply, 
which was written “ with my heart as well as my head,” 
evoked the joyful telegraphic response : “ Hearty thanks ; I 
am born again.” The Bjorko problem proved easier of solu- 
tion than could be anticipated, for Lamsdorff, mindful of the 
obligations of the French alliance, liked the agreement as little 
as Biilow ; and the treaty, of which the world heard nothing 
at the time, remained a scrap of paper. 

The Chancellor triumphed in 1905, but would the relations 
between master and servant stand a second and similar strain ? 
The answer was given in 1908, when the complications arising 
from the Daily Telegraph interview brought the partnership to 
an end. The story of the separation, which fills many chapters, 
forms the most dramatic portion of the Memoirs. The Parlia- 
mentary crisis was already known from the debates in the 
Reichstag and the chapter in Die Grosse Politik, and the Prince 
repeats the public defence which he made at the time. When 
the fateful document reached him at Norderney in the late 
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summer, he was overwhelmed with work, telling Muller the 
representative of the Foreign Office who helped him in his Haily 
task, to deal with the matter, and giving instructions for the 
contents to be carefully examined in the Wilhelmstrasse. 
That the interview appeared in an unexpected form was we 
are assured, mainly the fault of Muller, who died long ago, and 
Klehmet, the departmental official who was punished by the 
loss of his post. The Chancellor’s story was subjected to a 
detailed analysis in a little book entitled Kaiser md Kamrler 
the anonymous author of which argued that he had in fact 
read the interview but lacked courage to confess it. It cer- 
tainly seems difficult to believe that, after the agitating experi- 
ences of eleven years, he should not have put aside his other 
papers for an hour and satisfied himself, without waiting for 
anybody’s opinion, that the interview contained no b lamin g 
indiscretions. If, as he says, he omitted to do so, it was surely 
a very grave mistake, necessitating, one would have thought, 
a frank apology to his master. 

William II was so crushed by the weight of the world’s dis- 
pleasure that for a moment he toyed with the thought of resig- 
nation. When Bulow went to Potsdam on November 17 for 
the first interview after the crisis the Empress greeted him with 
the words, “ Be very gentle with the Emperor, he is quite 
broken.” He looked pale and evidently anticipated a lecture. 
“ Help me, save me,” were his first words. “ What is going to 
happen ? Shall we pull through ? ’ ’ Biilo w replied that he had 
no doubt about it if His Majesty would be more careful in 
future, and reminded him of some of his past slips. The peni- 
tent ruler nodded agreement, and remarked that he would 
most certainly be more cautious. At the end of a long con- 
versation he asked whether a proclamation or a Cabinet Order 
was wanted, and added in a friendly tone : “ I am ready for 
anyth in g-” The Chancellor produced a mild communiqui 
for the official Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitmg > which ended 
with the statement that His Majesty assured the Prince of his 
continued confidence. The Kaiser appeared surprised that 
he had got off so easily, and said with emphasis that he agreed 
with every word. When the painful conversation was over he 
kissed his visitor on both cheeks, which he had never done 
except in conferring the Order of the Black Eagle in I 9 01 * 
As the Chancellor left the room the host called out : “ 
you, I thank you from my heart.” On returning home Billow 
observed to his wife : “ Once again I have pulled the Emperor 
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and the Crown through. How long we remain in this house is 
another question.” 

When the Chancellor had finished his brief but pregnant 
speech in the Reichstag on the Daily Telegraph incident, his 
friend Bassermann, the National Liberal leader, remarked : 
“ It was a political and oratorical masterpiece. But what will 
the Kaiser say to it ? ” Biilow replied that he hoped His 
Majesty would place the welfare of the Empire above petty 
personal considerations. “ So he would if he were like his 
father or his grandfather,” rejoined Bassermann ; “ but he is 
too vain.” His reading of the Imperial character was correct. 
Already in the spring of 1908 the Kaiser had remarked to the 
Mini ster of War, who passed on the ominous words : “ Biilow 
is getting too big for me.” When the November storm blew 
over he regained his self-confidence, and the Chancellor’s 
enemies at Court began to whisper that he had let his master 
down. Here is the declaration to the Reichstag which led to 
his undoing. “ Gentlemen, I have formed in these days the 
firm conviction that the publication of His Majesty’s conversa- 
tions in England, which has not produced the result he desired 
but has caused great excitement and poignant regret in our 
country, will lead me to counsel the Emperor to maintain in 
future the reserve in private conversations which is equally 
indispensable to the unified policy and the authority of the 
Crown. Were it otherwise, neither I nor any of my successors 
could assume responsibility.” In dictating his Memoirs many 
years later, the fallen Minister observed that he still believed 
the words to have been absolutely necessary. 

During the following months the ruler’s demeanour varied 
between friendliness and reserve, and once or twice it seemed 
as if the old cordiality was about to be resumed. No sharp 
word was ever spoken, and he never hinted to his Minister 
that he wished for a change. But the process by which, in the 
words of Biilow, “ he first turned from me and then against 
me, behind the mask of friendship and goodwill,” went 
steadily forward, as the Chancellor learned to his disgust both 
from his friends and his foes. Courts cannot keep secrets, and 
in the spring of 1909 he was no longer in doubt that his master 
was looking round for a successor. The main Parliamentary 
business of 1908-9 was the reform of taxation, partially neces- 
sitated by the growth of the fleet, of which the most contro- 
versial item was a tax on inheritance. The proposal was 
bitterly opposed by the Conservatives. The bloc which had 
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been formed at the triumphant elections of 1907 was broken 
and when the bill was rejected by a majority of eight the 
Chancellor promptly resigned. Though the world was in- 
formed that his retirement was the result of the hostile vote 
every one behind the scenes was aware that the defeat of the 
inheritance tax was the occasion, not the cause, for he was not 
responsible to the Reichstag. Much as he loved power he had 
no wish to remain when his master was tired of him Both 
men, with the memory of 1 890 in their minds, were glad of a 
pretext which avoided the necessity of a spectacular breach. 

The last chapter describes the parting. Biilow had accepted 
the Foreign Office on board the Hohetr^ollem in the harbour of 
Kiel in June, 1897, and he surrendered the Chancellorship in 
the same place in June, 1909. He found the monarch embar- 
rassed and impatient, but not a word was said on either side of 
the real cause of the separation. Some idea of the final con- 
versation may be gathered from extracts from his report : 

W. I have chosen Bethmann. I am sure you will agree. He 
is true as gold. 

B. He is the best man for domestic politics, but he knows 
absolutely nothing of foreign affairs. 

W. (laughing and gay). Leave foreign affairs to me. I have 
learned something in your school. It will be all right. 

B. I have two requests for Your Majesty, very serious and 
very urgent. 

W. (glancing impatiently at his wrist watch). Dear Bernhard, 
I have really no time. 

B. I am sorry. I will be brief. Try to reach a naval agree- 
ment with England. 

W. ( very annoyed). Have I not told you often enough that 
I allow no one to dictate to me about ship-building ? Every 
such proposal is a humiliation for me and my navy. 

B. How should our honour suffer if we willingly reach an 
agreement with England which diminishes the danger of war ? 

IF. (decisively). I do not believe in such a danger. And 
what is your second request ? 

B. Do not repeat the Bosnian action. 

W. (suspiciously). But that was a triumph for you. 

B. The situation of last winter will not recur. 

W. So you think I must be careful in the Balkans ? 

B. Yes, there even more than elsewhere. That is the danger- 
point. 

W. (looking at his watch again). I won’t forget. You can 
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be quite happy. But I must not keep Monaco waiting. I’ll 
take you in my boat. 

B. Very kind of Your Majesty. One word more. Just 
because, to my great regret, you reject an agreement with 
England on the tempo of our naval construction, you must 

be extra careful with the Russians. 

In reading the Prince’s reports of his conversations with the 

Kaiser we must remember that we only possess his version, 
written down, as he assures us, within a few hours of the event. 
But when such contemporary records and diary entries are 
utilized for the purposes of an elaborate apologia in later years, 
their authors do not always find it desirable to reproduce the 
exact text of the original. Is there any reason to suspect Bvilow 
of occasionally yielding to the temptation of touching up his mat- 
erials ? That is a question which cannot at present be answered 
with confidence. Only when his papers become accessible to 
independent historians will it be possible, by comparing the 
original notes with the published version, to judge whether 
there is ground for the suspicions entertained in many quarters. 

Our dominant feeling as we close the second volume is that 
Bvilow has had his revenge. Whatever secrets may be lying in 
the archives of Doom, it is improbable that this comprehensive 
indictment will be effectively rebutted or forgotten. The male- 
dictions of Tacitus cling to Tiberius through the centuries, 
and the scars inflicted by Biilow’s sharp pen will never fully 
heal. The last of the Hohenzollerns, however, found some 
satisfaction in the knowledge that, in girding at his master, 
Bvilow exposed his own feet of clay, and that his complacent 
survey of his performances in office did not pass unchallenged 
at home or abroad. 

The third volume, which is only half the size of the others, 
carries us from the summer of 1909 to the Treaty of Versailles. 
The fallen statesman retired to Rome, where a substantial 
legacy had enabled him to purchase the Villa Malta. Rigidly 
excluded from public affairs, he watched with growing anxiety 
the gathering of the storm. The criticisms of Bethmann and 
Jagow for their activities in the fatal weeks of July, 19 14, are 
merciless. While completely acquitting the directors of. Ger- 
man policy of a will to war, he condemns them for giving 
Austria a free hand and for the violation of Belgian neutrality. 
He himself, we are assured, would have known how to avert 
the fall of the avalanche ; and Bethmann modestly confessed to 
Theodor Wolff that his predecessor, with his great experience 
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and resource, might perhaps have succeeded where he had 
failed. Biilow could certainly not have done worse. Not all 
his readers, however, will be convinced, for he had unhesitat- 
ingly followed the Austrian lead in the Bosnian crisis, and he 
had known of the Schlieffen plan since its birth in 1905 . 

In the first winter of the conflict Biilow was summoned from 
his retirement for a task which he alone seemed fitted to per- 
form. No one had expected Italy to fight on the side of her 
allies, though the full measure of her estrangement was not 
known till the secrets of the archives were revealed after the 
war. The utmost that could be hoped was that she might be 
prevented from stabbing her old friends in the back. For this 
object it would be necessary to pay her a high territorial price 
at Austria’s expense, for it was Austrian territory that she 
coveted. Biilow was aware of the delicacy of the situation, 
particularly in persuading Francis Joseph and his advisers to 
make the necessary sacrifice, but he did not regard his mission 
as absolutely hopeless. That he failed was not his fault. Yet 
he had no justification for laying the main share of the blame on 
the statesmen of Berlin and Vienna and their diplomatic 
representatives in Italy, whom he accuses of sabotaging his 
efforts . His charges have been indignantly rebutted by 
Macchio, the Austrian Ambassador, in his book Wabrbeit : 
Furst Biilow und icb in Rom 1914-1 5, and more briefly by Jagow, 
the German Foreign Minister, and Flotow, the German 
Ambassador, in the formidable co-operative volume Front wider 
Biilow , edited by Thimme. We are now aware that failure was 
inevitable, for Salandra, the Italian Premier, has confessed in 
1m Neutralita Italiana , the first volume of his Memoirs, that 
after the battle of the Marne he decided on war, postponing 
military intervention till the army was ready. 

Biilow earned little gratitude for his efforts, and he knew 
that he had nothing to expect so long as Bethmann was at the 
helm. Since, however, the Chancellor’s inefficiency in time 
of war was reali2ed by every one from the ruler downwards, 
there seemed just a chance that the most brilliant and ex- 
perienced of German statesmen might be recalled to office. 
William II had swallowed his dislike of Kiderlen, and with his 
waning prestige he would hardly have dared to veto such an 
appointment if it had been backed by a widespread demand. 
Such a demand, unfortunately for Biilow, did not exist. His 
offer of concessions to Italy at the expense of Austria deeply 
wounded the pride of the old Emperor and the Ballplatz, 
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though his mission would have been useless if he had not 
made them ; and when Bethmann fell in 1917 one of the 
obstacles to Biilow’s return was the resentful hostility of 
Vienna. There were other obstacles nearer home, for the 
supporters of his candidature were too few to count. There is 
a revealing if rather cruel picture of the veteran of sixty-eight 
in the Memoirs of Scheidemann. On the fall of Michaelis, 
the feeblest Chancellor that Germany ever possessed, after 
three months in office, Biilow’s name was put forward by his 
few remaining friends. When pressed to meet him Scheide- 
mann at first refused and only yielded to renewed entreaties. 
The wooing of the Socialist leader took place in the Hotel 
Adlon, where the Prince always stayed on his visits to Berlin, 
but all the arts and crafts of the accomplished charmeur were 
exercised in vain. “ He said yes to everything and approved 
everything that I asked.” At parting he held the hand of the 
visitor long in his own and insisted on helping him into his 
coat. The sole effect of a conversation lasting two and a half 
hours was to convince Scheidemann that the ex-Chancellor 
was past his prime. The last hope of employment disappeared 
with the collapse of the Hohenzollem Empire in November, 
1918. The third volume ends with disparaging references to 
Erzberger, the Socialist leaders, and most of the other actors 
on the darkened stage of republican Germany. 

The bulky volume on Biilow’s early life was the last to be 
written ; for he was over seventy when he began to compile 
his Memoirs, and he was naturally anxious first to complete 
the story of his twelve years of power and to vindicate his 
Italian mission. Finding hims elf still in good health when this 
task had been achieved he resolved to describe the decades of 
apprenticeship. The fourth volume is the longest of the set 
and, unlike its predecessors, contains a good deal of padding 
which could well be spared. Yet, though somewhat prolix and 
disfigured by the unblushing record of his amours, it is the 
least disagreeable, since he has fewer old scores to pay off. 
In the other volumes there is a recurring note of bitterness and 
revenge : in this it is roses, roses all the way. All doors at 
Court, in society, and in the diplomatic world were open to the 
good-looking young man who had fought bravely in the war of 
1 870, and whose father was Foreign Minister. He climbed up 
the steps of the official ladder in half the capitals of Europe, 
meeting all the celebrities of the time. Six years at Paris after 
the Berlin Congress, four at St. Petersburg under Alexander 
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HI, five as Minister at Bucharest, four as Ambassador at 
Rome — such were the chief stages of an odyssey in which he 
learned the secrets of the diplomatic art. Such an autobio- 
graphy could not be dull. In 1897, when the long-expected 
call to the Wilhelmstrasse arrived, he might well have felt 
satisfied with his fortune and himself. He had no serious rivals 
and no dangerous enemies. His qualifications for the post 
seemed beyond dispute, and the Chancellorship itself lay not 
far ahead. For Hohenlohe was seventy-eight and the monarch 
was beginning to look round for a younger man. Omnium 
consensu capax imperii nisi imperasset. 

If it is broadly correct to say that Bismarck’s apologia 
enhanced his reputation, it is equally incontestable that Bulow 
has damaged his own fame beyond repair. From a literary 
point of view alone are the Memoirs a success. Nowhere else 
shall we find such a portrait-gallery of Bismarckian and post- 
Bismarckian Europe. Though a patriotic German he was also 
something of a cosmopolitan, loving Italy next to his own 
country, happy in Paris, and mixing with scholars on easy 
terms. No one can deny the power, the charm, the human 
interest of the work. Yet from the point of view of the author, 
one of the vainest of men, it must be pronounced a failure, for it 
diminished his moral stature in a surprising degree. Many of 
his portraits, from the Kaiser downwards, have aroused angry 
protest, but no one has suggested a lack of accuracy in de- 
lineating his own features. No friend, no disciple, no bio- 
grapher could have painted such an intimate portrait, no foe 
could have revealed to a similar extent his meanness of soul. 
It is a psychological riddle how so accomplished a man of the 
world could forget that in discharging his poisoned arrows he 
was damaging himself more than those he attacked. The terse 
verdict of Francis Joseph on Conrad — “ he is clever but not 
wise ” — is equally true of the most brilliant political figure of 
his time. Behind the dazzling fafade we seek in vain for the 
nobler qualities of mind and heart. Suspicions of his sincerity 
were not confined to foreigners like Grey, for his character was 
least admired by some of his closest collaborators. Kiderlen 
railed him “ the eel ” ; Schoen and Jagow despised him, and 
Monts cordially reciprocated his dislike. He would have been 
wiser had he left his vindication to another hand ; and, if he 
had told his story with less vanity and malice, he would have 
occupied a higher rank among the public figures of his tune 
and a warmer place in the hearts of his countrymen. 



kiderlen-wachter, the man of 

AGADIR 

A MONG the actors on the political stage of post-Bismarck- 
ian Germany Kiderlen-Wachter occupies a place apart. 1 
His robust and rather gross personality stands out from the 
surrounding throng of shadowy figures, beloved by few, 
disliked by many, ignored by none. To this day the question is 
asked what he would have done had he been at the helm in 
1914, and whether perchance he might have averted the rush 
of the avalanche. The Swabian Bismarck, as Friedrich 
Naumann called him, impressed his contemporaries as the 
ablest and most forceful German diplomatist with the possible 
exception of Marschall von Bieberstein. His admiring bio- 
grapher and friend. Dr. Jaeckh, laments that he came too late 
and went too soon. Less indulgent critics, while admitting 
the exceptional ability of the man of Agadir, may be tempted to 
exclaim : Consensu omnium capax imperii nisi imperasset. 

Kiderlen-Wachter was bom at Stuttgart in 1852, the son 
of a high official at the Court of Wurttemberg. To the end of 
his life he was devotedly attached to the land of his birth, 
speaking its dialect, enj oying its peculiar dishes, loving its free 
and easy ways. A short spell of war as a volunteer in 1870 
separated school from University, and in 1879, after an inten- 
sive study of law, he entered the Foreign Office. A brief 
apprenticeship in Copenhagen was followed by four years in 
St. Petersburg, two in Paris and two in Constantinople. 
Bismarck, who kept an eye on the promising young diploma- 
tist, called him to the Wilhelmstrasse early in 1888 to deal 
with questions of the Near East, and in the same summer 
selected him to accompany the new Emperor as the representa- 
tive of the Foreign Office on his summer cruise to the northern 
capitals. The arrangement initiated by the Iron Chancellor 

1 Kiderlen’s diplomacy must be studied in the voluminous German, British , 
French, Austrian and Russian collections of documents. The official biography, 
Jaeckh’s Kiderlen- Wdcbter, Der Stoats mam tmd Menscb , 2 vols., is too laudatory. 
The best short sketch is by Willy Andreas, Kdmpfe urn Volk tmd Reich 153-186. 
Take Jonescu, Souvenirs ; Otto Hammann, Bilder aus der let^ten Kaiser^eit ; 
Rosen, Aus einem diplomatiscben Wander leben ; Von der Lancken, Meine dreissig 
Dienstjabre ; Mme Tabouis, Life of Jules Cambon ; Pick, Searchlight on German 
Africa ; and Class, Wider den Strom, supply valuable information. The French 
side of die second Moroccan crisis is authoritatively presented in 
Agadir, and Tardieu, Le Mystfre d* Agadir. 
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continued for ten years without a break. William II enjoyed 

his jokes and risky stories, though he never became in any real 
sense the Kaiser’s friend. 

Kiderlen’s importance begins with the fall of Bismarck in 
1 890. Caprivi, the new Chancellor, was ignorant of foreign 
affairs, and Marschall, the successor of Herbert Bismarck as 
Foreign Minister, was by training a jurist. The changing of 
the guard left Holstein in undisputed command. Careers were 
usually made or marred, not by the Emperor, the Chancellor 
or the Foreign Minister, but by the Eminence Grist , the mystery 
man of the Wilhelmstrasse who had lent a hand in the over- 
throw of the Iron Chancellor himself. Next in the official 
hierarchy, though far below him in authority, were Kiderlen 
and Eulenburg. Despite their diverse character and tastes 
the three men worked harmoniously together till the juniors 
left for diplomatic posts. Kiderlen, unlike Eulenburg, 
retained till the end the friendship of the most cantankerous 
and suspicious old man in the world. Nobody was less of the 
routine official type. His Bohemian ways were not to every- 
body’s taste, and his domestic life was not beyond reproach. 
Like many men of superabundant vitality, he frankly enjoyed 
what are called the pleasures of life. “ The Swabian,” writes 
his colleague Hammann, Chief of the Press Department, “ was 
a man of moods. It was often difficult to deal with his obstin- 
acy. In extreme cases one had to approach him from the 
sentimental side — then he gave way. If he liked people, he 
was a faithful friend.” In a word, a rough diamond. 

That the triumvirate in the Wilhelmstresse abused their 
power was plainly hinted in 1894, first under cover of trans- 
parent nicknames, then without concealment, in the KJaddera- 
datsch , a Bismarckian organ. Kiderlen challenged the editor 
to a duel and wounded him at the third shot. Duels in the 
army were recognized and approved, but civil servants were 
not supposed to take the law into their own hands. The 
offender was sentenced to four months, but was freed after a 
fortnight in the fortress of Ehrenbreitstein. The incident had 
no damaging effect on his career, for he had been sorely 
provoked. He had just been appointed Prussian Minister at 
Hamburg, where he passed a year, and in 1895 he was pro- 
moted to Copenhagen. If there was little to be done in the 
quiet Danish capital there was much to be heard, for the 
periodical gatherings of the relatives of the venerable Christian 
IX made it the whispering gallery of Europe. His star was 
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rising when in 1898 a thunderbolt fell out of a clear sky. His 
summer cruises with the Kaiser proved his undoing. Indis- 
creet letters to Marschall were found in the Wilhelmstrasse 
when Biilow was appointed Foreign Minister in 1897. 
Through whose carelessness or by whose instructions the 
Kaiser was informed is uncertain. Kiderlen himself believed 
Biilow to be one of the culprits and despised him to the end of 
his days. Whether these letters were the sole or the principal 
cause of his fall we cannot be sure. Sharp words at table are said 
to have played a part. He drank heavily and had many 
enemies. 

In 1 900 the offender was transferred to Bucharest at the age 
of forty-eight. The Roumanian capital was acceptable enough 
as a stepping stone to higher things, as in the case of Biilow, 
but for Kiderlen it proved a cul-de-sac. Nobody doubted that 
he was one of the most forceful and experienced men in the 
service, but the Imperial frown was an insuperable bar. In the 
ordinary course of events he might have expected an Embassy 
after a year or two in the Balkans, and perhaps the succession 
to Richthofen when that rather colourless Foreign Minister 
died in 1906. When Tschirschky, who had been a failure in 
the Wilhelmstrasse, was transferred to Vienna in 1907 Biilow 
urged the claims'of Kiderlen, whom he described to his master 
as the best head in the diplomatic service. He pleaded in vain, 
for Schoen, an even smaller man than Tschirschky, was 

summoned from St. Petersburg. 

Though the sense of wasted powers became increasingly 
poignant, and though he had no liking for the Roumanians, 
Kiderlen’s prolonged residence at Bucharest was not without 
alleviations. Next to Constantinople there was no better 
outlook tower in the Balkans. Holstein’s letters kept him in 
touch with home, and there was little going on in the Chan- 
celleries of Europe of which King Carol was unaware. Kider- 
len was no great admirer of the Queen or the Crown Princess. 
Next to the ruler his chief friend among Roumanian statesmen 
was Take Jonescu, who has left us a vivid sketch. “ For more 
than ten years I was on terms of the closest intimacy with 
Kiderlen-Wachter. That is to say I had the opportunity of 
knowing him exactly as he was, with his fine qualities and his 
failings. First and foremost he had a big brain. Nobody can 
have had dealings with him without realizing that one was in 
contact with one of those intelligences which are the ornament 
of the race. And in Kiderlen the brain was almost everything. 
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Not that he lacked heart, for he gave indisputable proofs of 

his deep and unchanging attachment to certain people. Yet 

broadly speaking and without doing him injustice, one may 

say that he was neither a sentimentalist nor an idealist but 
above all a practical intelligence.” * 

On two occasions during his long exile Kiderlen was ral1 f j 
to play a part on a larger stage. When Marschall represented 
Germany at the second Hague Conference in 1907, Ld a £in 
when his health necessitated a long holiday in the following 
year, the Minister at Bucharest took his place at Constantinople 
for seven and four months respectively. The Kaiser made no 
objection to such temporary promotion, and the excellent use 
Kiderlen made of his opportunity helped to soften his heart. 
“ The Foreign Office is full of praise of your achievements,” 
wrote a friend from Berlin, “ and His Majesty joins in the 
applause.” Marschall himself, the greatest Ambassador seen 
on the Bosphorus since Stratford de Redcliffe, was surprised 
and perhaps not altogether pleased at the success of his junior. 
Henceforth Kiderlen counted on the succession to the coveted 
Embassy on the Bosphorus. A series of economic concessions 
testified to his energy and skill, but his principal achievement 
was to keep the German flag flying when power passed from 
the Sultan to the Young Turks in the summer of 1908. Though 
cries of “ A bas l’Allemagne ” were heard in the streets, the 
new leaders were soon seeking his advice, assuring him that 
the Committee of Union and Progress was not anti-German 
and that they knew how much Germany had done for their 
country. When everybody else was in despair, reported the 
Austrian Ambassador, Kiderlen remained calm. The whole 
merit of the recovery of German influence under the new 
regime is usually attributed to Marschall, but the Ambassador 
only returned to his post in September. Kiderlen had borne 
the brunt of the revolution, and Marschall reaped where his 
understudy had sown. Though he liked the Turks he had no 
illusion about the permanence of their sprawling empire. 
Turkey, he believed, would only rfevive when she had shed her 
racial minorities and become a nation-state. 

The road from Bucharest to Berlin ran through Constan- 
tinople. Two months after his second sojourn in the Turkish 
capital Kiderlen was summoned to take charge of the Foreign 
Office during the illness of Schoen. The amiable Baron knew 
that he was only a stop-gap, and he modestly remarked that 
Kiderlen was the man for the job. “ I am to pull the cart out 
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of the mud,” grunted the latter, “ and then I can go.” The 
Kaiser shook hands without saying a word. Once again the 
experienced diplomat confirmed the lofty expectations of his 
friends. Though his commission only lasted four months, 
there was time to make history. His first appearance in the 
Reichstag was such a failure that it would have thrown a 
younger and less confident performer out of his stride. Biilow 
had borne the brunt of the debates on the Daily Telegraph 
interview, but in attempting to exculpate himself he had 
reflected on the officials of the Foreign Office. It was Kider- 
len’s task to defend the working of the department. His 
bright yellow waistcoat combined with his Swabian accent to 
evoke contemptuous merriment. His argument that the 
officials were overworked was unconvincing and his rather 
nonchalant attitude irritated his hearers. He took the fiasco 
calmly, not merely because he was never in awe of Parliament 
or ruler, but also because he rejected the notion of democratic 
control of foreign affairs as scornfully as the Kaiser himself. 

The chief problems with which the interim Minister had to 
deal during his four months in the Wilhelmstrasse were 
Morocco and the Bosnian crisis. The Act of Algeciras was 
generally regarded as a mere truce in the Morocco struggle, 
but after the excitement of the Conference there had been a 
welcome ditente. In September, 1908, however, the smoulder- 
ing embers burst into flame when deserters from the Foreign 
Legion were helped to escape by German officials at Casa- 
blanca, who in turn were roughly handled by French officials. 
Nothing so alarming had happened since the Schnaebele 
frontier incident twenty years earlier, and for a week or two 
war was in the air. The crisis passed, partly because it was 
clear that both sides had erred, partly because the Bosnian 
crisis made it desirable for Germany to keep her hands free. 
When the dispute was referred to the Hague Court the danger 
was over. In both countries there was a desire to avert the 
recurrence of such nerve-racking alarms and both were eager 
to trade. The strength of France lay in her position as a land 
neighbour of Morocco, the strength of Germany in her treaty 
rights. 

In January, 1908, Jules Cambon, the French Ambassador at 
Berlin, reported that Schoen wished to discuss an economic 
entente. Exactly a year later, when the Casablanca crisis was 
over, both sides were ready for a deal. “Kiderlen visited me 
to-day on behalf of Baron Schoen,” he reported on January 
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26, 1909. “ He renewed the assurance that Germany had onlv 
economic aims in Morocco. I said that France would emplu 
her interest in the integrity of Morocco, and Germany 
her will not to thwart the political interests of France. Both 
would express their desire, while keeping in view the special 
and recognized position of France, to see their nationals 
associated in economic enterprises.” The negotiations 
conducted on these sensible lines between Kiderlen and the 

Ambassador, proceeded with unusual smoothness and rapidity 
to a happy issue. v 1 

The declaration, signed on February 8, 1909, was as follows. 
“ The Governments, animated by an equal desire to facilitate 
the execution of the Act of Algedras, have agreed to define 
the meaning they attach to its clauses in order to avoid all 
cause of future misunderstanding. Consequently France 
entirely attached to the maintenance of the integrity and 
independence of Morocco, resolved to safeguard economic 
equality and therefore not to thwart German commercial and 
industrial interests ; and Germany, pursuing merely economic 
interests, and recognizing that the special political interests of 
France are closely bound up with the consolidation of order 
and internal peace and resolved not to thwart those interests, 
declare that they will not pursue or encourage any measure of a 
kind to create in their favour or the favour of any Power an 
economic privilege, and that they will seek to associate their 
nationals in the affairs which they may be able to secure.” On 
the same day letters were exchanged between Cambon and 
Schoen declaring that the political disintiressement of Germany 
did not affect the position already held by her nationals, but 
implied that they would not compete for posts in the public 
services of a political character, and that, when their interests 
were associated, it would recognize that those of France were 
the most important. 

After the tempests of Tangier, Algedras and Casablanca, it 
seemed almost too good to be true. Kiderlen was rewarded 
with a Sevres dinner service, and never again did he receive 
such plaudits at home and abroad. Pichon, Clemenceau’s 
conciliatory Foreign Minister, declared that it removed all 
causes of conflict in Morocco. “ Now we can cash the Act of 
Algedras,” declared the Journal des Dibats. Radolin, the 
German Ambassador, added cheerfully that a lasting entente 
had been secured. Bfilow assured the Reichstag that it assured 
France her legitimate political influence in Morocco without 
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allowing her to appropriate the country. “ I rejoice,” declared 
Aehrenthal to the French Ambassador, “ and so do all my 
countrymen, whose cordial sympathy with you grows daily 
stronger.” The Austrian Minister was relieved to know that 
the Central Powers could now devote their undivided attention 
to the Bosnian incident. Similar felicitations came from Tit- 
toni at Rome. “ Politically it is a great advantage that France 
and Germany should agree not to quarrel about Morocco,” 
commented Grey ; “ commercially I fear other people will 
lose by an entente between them, though the open door must 
be preserved on paper.” Only Russia was dissatisfied, for she 
saw in the ditente fresh evidence of French reluctance to back 
up her ally in the Bosnian feud. While a duel is in progress 
the seconds are not expected to fraternize. Had Russian 
statesmen possessed the gift of prophecy they would not have 
been alarmed, for the Moroccan honeymoon was destined to 

be brief. 

The second and larger issue was the Bosnian crisis. The 
decision of Germany to stand by her ally, despite the resent- 
ment of her precipitate action privately expressed by the 
Kaiser and Marschall, had been reached before Kiderlen was 
summoned from Bucharest. There was really no choice, for 
Austria-Hungary was her only dependable partner, and Aehren- 
thal was on strong ground in claiming a reward for services at 
Algeciras. Moreover the estrangement of England by the 
Flottenpolitik and the consequential tightening of the bonds of 
the Triple Entente strengthened the pull of Vienna. Bis- 
marck had made the Dual Alliance with Andrassy in 1879 on 
the tacit assumption that Germany would be the first violin. 
With the recent shift in the balance of power, the rSles began to 
be reversed, Austria c allin g the tune and Germany following 
obediently in her train. Kiderlen resented the change, but he 
was in full agreement with the policy of standing by Francis 
Joseph in the Bosnian controversy to the end. 

In the opening weeks of 1909 the juridical damage inflicted 
on Turkey by the action of Austria and Bulgaria was com- 
pensated by a small financial solatium. These settlements were 
welcomed throughout Europe, where no responsible statesman 
desired a conflict. On the other hand they strengthened the 
position of Aehrenthal, for, now that Turkey was out of the 
ring, Servia faced Austria alone. That Russia was not in a 
position to fight the Central Powers was as well known in 
Belgrad as elsewhere, but the outraged feelings of the Serbs 
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made surrender very difficult. On February 27, terrified by the 
prospect of a struggle in which Russia would have to choose 
between humiliating neutrality and military defeat, Iswolskv 
advised Servia to inform the Powers that she withdrew her 
territorial claims. Servia, however, was in no yielding mood 
and Austria was generally expected to issue an ultimatum! 
Iswolsky was in a fever of anxiety, not only in regard to the 
outbreak of war, but owing to Aehrenthal’s threat to reveal the 
negotiations of the previous summer. He implored Bulow 
to avert the exposure, though he still declined formal recogni- 
tion of the annexation. 

At this moment, in the middle of March, 1909, Germany 
came forward at the wish of her ally and cut the knot. If 
Iswolsky had to yield, it was slightly less painful for him to 
surrender to Berlin than to his hated rival at Vienna, for he had 
never been and never became a Germanophobe. When the 
first attempt at mediation by the Wilhelmstrasse produced an 
evasive reply, a thundering telegram brought the dragging 
dispute to a head. “ Tell Iswolsky,” ran the instructions to 
the German Ambassador at St. Petersburg, “ that we are ready 
to propose to Austria to invite the Powers to accept the abro- 
gation of Article 2 5 of the Treaty of Berlin. Before, however, 
we approach Austria we must know definitely that Russia will 
unconditionally accept. You will inform him that we expect a 
precise answer— yes or no. We should regard an evasive, 
conditional or ambiguous reply as a refusal. We should then 
withdraw and let things take their course. The responsibility 
for further events would be his alone, after we had made a final 
sincere attempt to be helpful to him and to clear up the situa- 
tion in a way he could accept.” 

This historic communication was approved and signed by 
Bulow, but it was drafted by Kiderlen. The Chancellor had 
climbed down at Algeciras, and it was Kiderlen’s belief that 
his courage would have failed again in 1909. In principle he 
was ready to act, but in such a delicate matter, involving the 
issues of peace and war, the phraseology is of the essence of 
the matter. To do Austria a good turn without deeply wound- 
ing Russia was like trying to square the circle. Never before 
or after did Kiderlen take so much trouble over the wording 
of a document. His object was to produce an immediate 
surrender while avoiding the harshness of an obviously unac- 
ceptable ultimatum. The despatch should be read as a whole, 
for the celebrated Yes or No passage, taken alone, conveys a 
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slightly misleading notion of its character. Pourtalfcs, the 
German Ambassador at St. Petersburg, always contended that 
it was a friendly demarche in the interest of all parties concerned. 
Iswolsky, on the other hand, described it at the time to Nicol- 
son as a diplomatic ultimatum. It was assuredly a bitter 
humiliation for such a vain man to drink the cup of failure to 
the dregs, yet it was a secret relief when the menace of war 
and exposure was removed. Six months later, when the smart 
had begun to heal, he confessed to Cartwright, the British 
Ambassador at Vienna, that Germany had acted in a friendly 
spirit, and had merely declared that if war broke out between 
Austria and Russia she would have to stand by her ally. 

Kiderlen always spoke with satisfaction of his share in 
bringing the Bosnian crisis to an end without a breach of the 
peace. “I knew the Russians were not ready for war,” he 
confided to Take Jonescu, “ and I wished to profit by their 
disability. I wanted to show that the time of German tutelage, 
which dated from 1815, was gone for ever. Schoen and Co. 
would never have dared what I undertook on my sole res- 
ponsibility.” He exaggerated his share in the transaction, for 
without Billow’s approval the high explosive would not have 
left Berlin. His old friend Holstein, with one foot in the grave, 
sent him congratulations on his “ cheek.” Btilow, whose 
days were nufnbered, was glad to have had assistance on the 
bridge during a perilous voyage, and even Marschall, who 
never liked him, declared that he was Schoen’s only possible 
successor in the Wilhelmstrasse. Despite these compliments 
Germany was to learn that such forced surrenders leave ugly 
scars. 

The Foreign Minister returned to work at the close of the 
Bosnian crisis and Kiderlen resumed his task at ' Bucharest. 
Yet this time there were laurels on his brow. He had played an 
active part on a big and brilliantly lighted stage to the accom- 
paniment of general applause. After the nerveless sway of 
Schoen the Wilhelmstrasse had been glad to feel a strong hand 
at the helm. Biilow’s star was sinking below the horizon, for 
his handling of the Daily Telegraph incident had determined the 
Kaiser to get rid of him at the first favourable opportunity. 
Perhaps the next Chancellor might be able to remove the veto 
which alone stood between Kiderlen and the seat of power. 

When Bethmann Hollweg succeeded Bulow in June, 1909, 
an urgent message was despatched from the Wilhelmstrasse to 
Bucharest. “ The new Chief is extremely anxious to meet 
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you as soon as possible for an exchange of views.” The meet- 
ing could hardly take place in Berlin, for Schoen was still b 
office and stood high in the Imperial favour. The Chancellor’s 
first official visit to Vienna in September provided the oppor- 
tunity for unobserved talk. The impression made by Kiderlen 
was so deep that he was at once begged to draw up a memo- 
randum on the burning question of Anglo-Ge rman relations 
which Bethmann, despite his ignorance of foreign affairs* 
realized from the outset was the key to the European situation! 
He had already initiated discussions with the British Am- 
bassador, and Kiderlen whole-heartedly approved the attempt 
to undo the mischief of the Biilow regime. 

A week after the interview he forwarded an elaborate 
memorandum to Berlin. Good relations with England, he 
began, were undoubtedly one of the principal aims of German 
policy. Austria would welcome them, Italy would draw 
nearer to her allies, and Russia would realize the value of 
German friendship. England was unlikely to attack Germany 
or to form an offensive alliance against her. On the other 
hand, Germany might find the British fleet opposed to her in a 
conflict originating elsewhere, though this danger was not 
actual so long as no continental war occurred. The greatest 
peril was that England, without taking an overtly hostile step, 
could make things uncomfortable for Germany outside Europe 
in matters of secondary importance, and perhaps confront her 
with a new Fashoda in which she must either yield or fight. 
To avoid such a catastrophe a naval agreement would not 
suffice, for doubts would exist as to its fulfilment. Germany 
should declare her readiness to recognize England’s naval 
supremacy as a means to bring the discussion on to the political 
field. If relations of confidence could be restored Germany 
could be accommodating in regard to her fleet, and should 
make it clear that she had no desire to weaken England’s 
existing friendships. She would be gently informed that for 
some time her policy had been, if not exactly hostile, at any 
rate lacking in friendliness, even when her interests were not 
directly involved. The removal of this obstacle was essential 
if a naval agreement was to be approved by the Reichstag and 
public opinion. British statesmen should not be frightened 
away by too far-reaching proposals at first. Better a small 
success than the failure of a larger project. Each should 
promise not to join a hostile coalition against the other. The 
reception of this proposal would decide how far the English 
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really desired to improve relations. Premature naval discus- 
sions might ruin the whole plan of a rapprochement. “ The 
political factor is more elastic than the military. . . . Our 
chief aim must be to reach a political agreement, however 
unimportant. For the mere fact of a minor understanding 
combined with some naval pact would greatly simplify our 
policy as a whole.” 

Kiderlen’s advice to decline a naval agreement unaccom- 
panied by a political understanding was in accord with Beth- 
mann’s views, and the Chancellor continued to seek his advice. 
A report of the first detailed conversation with the British 
Ambassador on October 14, 1909, was forwarded with a draft 
agreement to Bucharest. Kiderlen wrote to express his satis- 
faction with the start, but thought the draft too ambitious 
for England to accept. The difficulty, he added, would be to 
avoid die suspicion that Germany wished to separate her from 
her friends. The letter ended with an appeal not to flinch from 
a fairly far-reaching naval agreement as soon as a visible 
ditente appeared. So long as the defence of German shores 
was assured, a few ships more or less should not stand in the 
way. The second conversation between Bethmann and Go- 
schen on November 4 was likewise reported, with a grateful 
letter from the Chancellor. Kiderlen replied that if the thread 
was not cut, he believed in success. It would be a great gain 
if Germany’s open or secret antagonists could no longer count 
on Anglo-German antagonism. The negotiations for a naval 
and neutrality agreement were interrupted in November by 
the General Election in England, resumed early in 1910 and 
finally dropped in 1912. The attempt of Be thmann and 
Kiderlen to mend the wires to London was made in all sin- 
cerity, but it came too late for success. Bulow had gone, but 
Tirpitz, a much stronger man, remained and he possessed the 
ear of the Kaiser. 

At the age of fifty-eight Kiderlen was still a Minister in a 
minor capital, while younger and lesser men became Ambassa- 
dors. The situation was too paradoxical to last, particularly 
after his notable achievements during the winter of 1908-9. 
He contemplated resignation from the diplomatic service in 
order to become the German representative on the Commission 
of the Ottoman Debt. The rumour that his services might be 
lost to the State filled his friends in Berlin with dismay. The 
modest Schoen was no obstacle, for he righdy regarded himself 
as best fitted for an Embassy. “ Bethmann is a soft nature,” 
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he remarked, “ and I am also rather flabby. With us two a 
strong policy is impossible, only with Kiderlen.” “For 
heaven’s sake,” wrote the Under-Secretary, “ do not think Q f 
resignation. Everybody who knows the circumstances would 
regard it as an immeasurable misfortune.” His champions 
were to be found not only in the Wilhelmstrasse but on the 
steps of the throne. Valentini, the chief of the Gvil Cabinet 
Miiller, the chief of the Naval Cabinet, and August Eulenburg) 
the Court Chamberlain, agreed that he was the man the country 
needed. The Gown Prince joined in the appeal, and when the 
Chancellor added his weight the Kaiser had to yield. Even 
now he warned Bethmann with the inelegant words : Sie setotn 
sicb eine Laus in den Pel When once his decision was made he 
treated the new Foreign Minister with courtesy and confidence, 
but the camaraderie of earlier years was not resumed, and the 
brief reference in his Memoirs is cool enough. Kiderlen 
never flattered anybody and was well aware of his mas ter’s 
failings, but he admired him more than Biilow, whom in his 
intimate circle he always called the eel. Like everybody else 
he respected Bethmann for his high character, but in the realm 
of diplomacy he regarded him as a mere amateur. 

Schoen was packed off to Paris, and Kiderlen’s appointment 
was welcomed on every hand. “ Political leadership at last ! ” 
exclaimed old Schlieffen, the famous ex-chief of the General 
Staff. In the Foreign Office itself, reported the Under-Secre- 
tary, there was general delight. “ Everybody longs for a 
strong and a firm hand.” The new Minister was resolved to be 
master in his own house. “ With us the post of Foreign Minis- 
ter is most unenviable, ” he had once remarked to a friend. 
“ All the successes are put down to the Chancellor, all the 
failures to the Secretary of State.” The relationship, which 
was never easy, varied with the personalities concerned. 
Kiderlen’s authority rested not only on his own prestige but on 
his chief’s ignorance of foreign affairs. Yet the Chancellor 
bore the ultimate responsibility, and as Bethmann’s self- 
confidence grew with time his influence in the shaping of 
policy increased. The Anglo-German naval and neutrality 
negotiations, for instance, he kept in his own hands. 

A few days before leaving Bucharest Kiderlen explained his 
programme to Take Jonescu. While he was at the helm there 
would be no war with England. Friendship with France was 
not to be had. She desired peace and would never attack 
Germany, but if the latter were attacked from some other 
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quarter, she would. join in. He had advised the Emperor to 
wash his hands of Morocco. While that question was unsolved, 
Germany could find England at the side of France in all other 
matters. England could not leave her in the lurch in regard 
to Morocco, for she had a debt of honour to pay. Moreover, 
it would be no sacrifice, for Germany could never take 
Morocco if England objected. “ Why then should a useless 
tension continue ? If we can secure something for ourselves, 
all the better, but that should not be made a condition.” 
“ And you believe this policy will be adopted ? ’ ’ asked 
Take Jonescu. “ Of course, since I am summoned to the 
post. You know perfectly well that I am not the man to pursue 
any policy but my own. ’ ’ Germany, he continued, had nothing 
to gain from victory, and only too much to lose from defeat. 
Time was on her side. Every decade increased her lead. Her 
economic development was astonishing. Moreover, a vic- 
torious war would bring a Parliamentary regime. The 
German people had been rewarded by the plague of universal 
suffrage for the triumphs of 1870, and a fresh victory would 
hring a further democratic descent. War would not occur. 
Fiance was essentially pacific, England would not start a 
conflict, and Russia knew that Germany was too strong to 
defeat. It was an optimistic forecast. So far as words went the 
appointment seemed to herald an era of peace. 

The new Foreign Minister was only destined to reign at the 
Wilhelmstrasse from the summer of 1910 till the close of 191a. 
In this brief space he played a leading part in four important 
transactions : the rapprochement with Russia, the Agadir 
crisis, the Tripoli conflict, and the first Balkan war. 

Though the Bosnian crisis had been ended by the peremp- 
tory summons from Berlin, the wrath of Iswolsky and the 
Tsar was directed against Austria rather than her ally. Three 
months after the surrender Nicholas and William II had a 
friendly meeting in Finnish waters. Russia’s dislike of the 
Bagdad railway had been unconcealed ; but, though negotia- 
tions had slumbered since 1907, she had never been entirely 
intransigent. If the two countries were to gravitate towards 
one another, here was the road to follow. It was German 
ambitions in Turkey and Persia, not the German fleet, which 
caused anxiety in St. Petersburg. 

The visit to Potsdam in November 1910 of the Tsar and 
Sazonoff, his new Foreign Minister, inaugurated discussions 
which resulted in the agreement of August 191 1. The essence 


I 
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of the deal was the withdrawal of Russia’s opposition to the 
Bagdad railway in return for German recognition of her 
predominance in North Persia. The material symbol of 
reconciliation was to be a branch from Bagdad to Khanikin 
where it was to meet a line from Teheran constructed under 
Russian auspices. Though the railway connection was never 
made, the Potsdam discussions rendered Russo-Ger man 
relations more friendly than at any time since the Bjorko 
honeymoon. 

Family relations still counted for something, and the old 
argument that the Emperors must stand together against the 
revolutionary flood had not lost all effect. The ditente lasted 
till the Balkan wars revived antagonism between Russia and 
Austria, and consequently between the Central Powers and the 
Triple Entente. So far as Persia and the Bagdad railway were 
concerned, the Potsdam negotiations were successful enough 
to arouse suspicions of Sazonoff in Paris and London ; but in 
the larger issue of the grouping of the Powers there was no 
essential change. In drawing nearer to St. Petersburg Ger- 
many did not move an inch away from Vienna. Neither 
Germany nor Russia expected to be attacked by the other, but 
nobody could tell what Austria might attempt in the Balkans. 
Austria, as the Russians were often reminded by Berlin, was 
an independent state. Here was the snag in Russo-German 
relations, for Austro-Russian rivalry in the Near East was too 
old and too acute to be removed by Kiderlen or anyone else. 

Before the Potsdam agreement was signed die Foreign 
Minister’s attention was once more called to Morocco, which 
confronted him with the most difficult task of his life. The 
treaty of 1909, it was hoped, in addition to producing a political 
ditente, would substantially benefit both French and German 
trade. Everything depended on the spirit in which it was 
worked, for in the absence of goodwill on both sides the 
occasions of friction were infinite. While the two Govern- 
ments were conciliatory enough, greedy commercial firms in 
both countries played for their own hand. The opportunities 
of exploitation were to be found in mines, public works and 
railways, yet in all three directions unexpected difficulties 
arose. In the first the claims of the Mannesmann brothers 
were particularly exorbitant. In the second the projected 
monopoly by French and German interests was challenged by 
the British Government in the name of the Act of AJgeatas. 
In the third sphere, that of railways, strategic and therefore 
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political considerations were involved, and it was above all the 
railway de pute which destroyed the economic condominium. 
The whole story of attempted co-operation has been told with 
inside information in Tardieu’s masterly work Le Mjstire 
d* Agadir. 

The French military authorities had long demanded lines 
from Casablanca into the Shawia district and from the Algerian 
frontier to Ujda, both in French occupation. In January 191 1 
Germany announced that she did not object to railways in the 
military zones of occupation if they were open to trade on 
equal terms for all. But she argued that a special agreement 
was necessary if the line was built beyond Ujda towards Fez, 
and suggested the employment of the Soci6t6 Marocaine des 
Travaux Publics, an association of French and German capital- 
ists, and the prior construction of a line from Tangier to Fez. 
When Pichon accepted these conditions an agreement was in 
sight, and on March 2 Jules Cambon advised his chief to sign 
the German draft. At this moment Pichon disappeared with 
the fall of the Briand Cabinet, and his successor Cruppi, 
ignoring Cambon’s warnings, declared that the draft needed 
further study. At the same moment the new Monis Ministry 
vetoed an arrangement for Franco-German co-operation in the 
French Congo. Such a sudden change of attitude at Paris 
produced the exasperation in Berlin which the experienced 
Ambassador had foretold. 

While the economic condominium was breaking down, the 
political situation went from bad to worse. French loans failed 
to buttress the Sultan’s waning authority, and when the tribes 
round Fez rose in March, 1911, he had no reliable troops to 
defend the capital. On March 13 Kiderlen spoke grayely to 
the Ambassador of rumours of French action. “ German 
opinion might be excited, and it would be wise if Germany 
were informed in good time. By small successive military 
operations France could be led on to an even more extended 
operation, which would end by annulling the Algeciras Act.” 
Here was Kiderlen’s first warning. The Ambassador replied 
that France’s plans were not fixed, but she would respect the 
Act as hitherto. On April 4, after a visit to Paris, he informed 
Kiderlen that the Europeans in Fez were in danger, and that 
France would probably occupy Rabat with a view to sending a 
column to the capital to facilitate their departure. “ Your 
Excellency knows my desire to avoid all public excitement 
about Morocco,” replied the Foreign Minister. “ I hope the 
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Government will only proceed to military occupation in the 
event of extreme necessity. In that case the German Govern- 
ment would be quite ready to exchange views on the steps to 
be taken.” Here was the second warning. A third cany from 
the Chancellor a few days later. On April 28 Cambon an- 
nounced that bad news had arrived from Fe2, and that France 
must take measures to rescue the Europeans. There was no 
intention of occupying the capital or infringing the sove- 
reignty of the Sultan. Kiderlen rejoined that he had hill 
confidence in the sincerity of the French Government but 
events sometimes produced unintended results. “If the 
French troops remained in Fez, so that the Sultan only ruled 
with the aid of French bayonets, Germany would regard the 
Algedras Act as finished and would resume complete liberty 
of action.” Here was the fourth warning. 

How seriously Kiderlen took the matter was shown in his 
elaborate Memorandum dated May 3 . “ The occupation of 
Fez would prepare the way for the absorption of Morocco by 
France. We should obtain nothing by protests, and should 
suffer a moral defeat which it would be hard to bear. We must 
therefore decide on an object in the coming negotiations 
which would incline the French to compensations. If they 
establish themselves in Fez out of anxiety for their nationals, 
we too have the right to defend our own. We have large 
German firms in Mogador and Agadir. German ships could 
go to these ports for the protection of these firms. They 
could be stationed there quite peacefully, just to prevent other 
Powers occupying these most important ports in south 
Morocco first. In view of their remoteness from the Mediter- 
ranean England would scarcely make difficulties.” Here was 
the new course — to take pledges and await a French offer. 
There was no thought, or at any rate no mention,of occupation 
of territory. The Memorandum was approved by the Kaiser, 
who, during a visit to England, assured the King that Ger- 
many would never fight for Morocco. He desired the open 

door and hoped for colonial compensation. 

On May 21, undeterred by reiterated warnings, French 

troops entered Fez where they found the Europeans safe and 
well. Grey confessed that the French were skating on very 
thin ice in maintaining that the Act of Algeciras remained 
intact, and on June 8 Spain manifested her interpretation o 
French policy by occupying the zone in northern Morocco 
hypothetically allotted to her by the secret treaty of 1904* 
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That a new chapter had opened was admitted for the first time 
by Cambon on June 11. “I foresee extremely grave diffi- 
culties,” remarked the Chancellor. “ Perhaps,” rejoined the 
Ambassador, “ but no one can prevent Morocco falling under 
our influence some day. It seems to me that we could 
^vamine the questions which interest us and seek to afford 
German opinion the satisfactions which would allow it to 
watch developments without anxiety.” “Go and see Kiderlen 
at Kissingen,” replied Bethmann. Here was the first hint 
of compensation, which it would have been wiser to offer 
before instead of after the expedition to Fez. 

The situation in Morocco, began Kiderlen in the historic 
conversation of June 21, had been completely transformed, 
with forces under French officers throughout the country 
and the Sultan at the orders of France. “ Have you forgotten 
the pact of 1909, which recognizes French political influence ? ” 
interjected the Ambassador. “ Influence is not Protectorate,” 
rejoined the Foreign Minister. “You are on the road to a 
veritable Protectorate. That is not in the pacts of 1906 and 
1909, any more than your occupation of the Shawia and the 
East.” Cambon remarked that it was not easy in dealing 
with an uncivilized Government to fix how far influence 
could go, and he proposed a general discussion like that of 
England and France in 1903-4. “ I agree,” replied Kiderlen. 
“ If we keep to Morocco we shall not succeed. It is useless 
to prop up a tottering structure.” Here the Ambassador 
uttered a caveat. “ If you want part of Morocco, French 
opinion would not stand it. One could look elsewhere.” 
“ Yes,” replied Kiderlen, “ but you must tell us what you 
wish.” At parting he exclaimed : “ Bring us back something 
from Paris.” 

Up to this point the policy of Germany had been irre- 
proachable. She possessed treaty rights and commercial 
interests in Morocco. Courteous warnings had produced no 
effect. French troops had entered Fez, but no offer of com- 
pensation was forthcoming till June 11, and then only in the 
vaguest form. Now it was too late, for the Foreign Minister 
had made up his mind. In April he had told Weizsacker, 
the Premier of his native Wurttemberg,. that he was medi- 
tating the occupation of Agadir. A Foreign Office Memo- 
randum, dated May 30, argued that north Morocco would 
soon be French, that military domination would involve 
commercial privilege, and that French public opinion would 
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veto a serious offer. A Sultan who could only rule with 
foreign help was not the sovereign ruler envisaged by die 
Algeciras Act. Germany should resume liberty of action 
and follow up her declaration by sending cruisers to Mogador 
and Agadir. France would then offer compensation, and no 
storm was likely to arise. If she took it quietly, En gland 
would not make difficulties, and she might be told that 
Germany was ready for a deal if compensation in the French 
Congo were offered. The Chancellor accepted the plan, 
though he admits in his apologia that it was sensational and 
disquieting. 

The Kaiser’s assent was secured by the Chancellor and the 
Foreign Minister on a visit to Kiel on June 26. “ Ships 

approved,” wired the latter to the Wilhelmstrasse, and the 
gunboat P anther was ordered to Agadir. On June 19 Dr. 
Regendanz, Managing Director of the Hamburg-Marokko 
Gesellschaft, was summoned to the Foreign Office and in- 
structed to collect signatures from firms interested in Morocco 
to a petition to the Government which was needed as a 
pretext for the action about to be taken. The address was 
quickly drafted, signed and sent to Berlin, though when the 
Panther reached Agadir there was not a German nor any other 
European at the port. 

On July 1 a brief Memorandum was presented at the 
Foreign Offices in London, Paris and Madrid. “ Des maisons 
allemandes, dtablies au sud du Maroc et notamment a Agadir 
et dans ses environs, se sont alarm^es d’une certaine fermenta- 
tion parmi les tribus de ces contrees que semblent avoir pro- 
duite les demiers 6v6nements dans d’autres parties du pays. 
Ces maisons se sont adress^es au Gouvemement Imp6rial pour 
lui demander protection pour leur vie et leurs biens. Sur 
leur demande le Gouvemement a decide d envoyer au port 
d’ Agadir un batiment de guerre pour preter, en cas de besoin, 
aide et secours a ses sujets et prot£g£s ainsi qu aux con- 
siderables interets allemands engages dans les dites contrdes. 
Dfes que l’6tat de choses au Maroc sera rentre dans son calme 
antdrieur, le bateau charge de cette mission protectrice aura 

k quitter le port d’ Agadir.” 

In presenting this document the German Ambassadors 
made explanatory statements. The advance to Fez, declared 
Mettemich to Nicolson, the necessity of which was not 
established by the German reports, and the creation or hrenc 
and Spanish military posts in various parts of Morocco, had 
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destroyed the Algeciras Act and created a new situation. 
That Act merely authorized the organization of a police force 
in certain open pqrts. It was the duty of the German Govern- 
ment to protect the lives and properties of their subjects in 
the south where no police forces existed. They were ready 
to co-operate with the French and Spanish Governments in 
the difficult search for a definite solution of the Morocco ques- 
tion. The assistance of the British Government would be 
gladly welcomed. Schoen’s words in Paris were slightly 
different. The situation in Morocco, he declared, necessitated 
a prompt conversation. It was useless to appeal to the 
Algeciras Act, which had been too often infringed to possess 
authority. German opinion was very sensitive about Morocco, 
and one of the main objects of the despatch of the vessel was 
to calm it. This precautionary measure should not be allowed 
to affect the relations of the two Governments, and the Press 
should not be allowed to misrepresent it. A communique in the 
Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung completed the official state- 
ment of the. German case. After announcing the despatch of 
the Panther to Agadir in response to the request of German 
firms interested in south Morocco it added : “ The Moroccan 
notables in the district have been informed that the appearance 
of a German warship does not convey any unfriendly intention 
either towards Morocco or its inhabitants.” 

Kiderlen explained his attitude to Baron Beyens, the Belgian 
Minister at Berlin. “ If France had continued to advance 
with calculated slowness, we should have had to submit to 
her usurpations. One day she would have invoked the 
hostility of a village which constituted a strategic point to 
occupy it militarily ; another time she would have made a 
pretext of the uncertainty of the boundaries to cross them. 
It would have been the invasion of the drop of oil. I thanked 
heaven,” he added with his malicious little laugh, “ when I 
learned of the march on Fez, for it restored our liberty of 
action. Yet we did not wish to act without making a last 
attempt at an understanding. At Kissingen I spoke of a com- 
pensation due to Germany. We consented to abandon 
Morocco in return for territory in Africa. This friendly dis- 
cussion remaining without result we sent the Panther .” The 
concluding sentence was thoroughly dishonest, for he gave 
the French Government no time to frame a reply. 

The arrival of a German gunboat at a closed port electrified 
Paris and London. De Selves, Foreign Minister in the newly- 



1 48 KIDERLEN-WACHTER, THE MAN OF AG ADIR 

formed Caillaux Cabinet, expressed to the German Am bassador 
his keen regret at the decision. He desired a conversation 
about Morocco, but the despatch of a ship would modify the 
situation, and public opinion would find it difficult to accept 
the motive alleged. In asking Grey’s views and advice he 
added that France might be compelled to send a ship to 
Mogador. The British Government, replied Grey, had 
decided not to send a ship to Agadir. The treaty obligations 
to France in the forthcoming discussions would be f ulfilled , 
and England would share in the negotiations. France should 
say whether she wished to return to the Algeciras system or 
to purchase German consent to a change. 

On July 3 Grey told Metternich that the situation must be 
considered by the Cabinet, but the German Government 
should be informed at once' that we regarded it as new and 
important. It was also very delicate, and public opinion in 
England and elsewhere should not be inflamed. The German 
action was very abrupt. British commercial interests in 
Morocco were considerably larger than theirs. We could not 
remain passive spectators of a new settlement made between 
Germany, France and Spain to replace the Algeciras Act, but 
must share in the discussion. The Foreign Secretary’s tone, 
reported the Ambassador, though not sharp, was serious. 

Next day, July 4, after a Cabinet meeting, Grey made a still 
more weighty communication. “ We must take into considera- 
tion our treaty obligations to France and our own interests 
in Morocco. We were of opinion that a new situation had 
been created by the despatch of a German ship to Agadir. 
Future developments might affect British interests more 
directly than they had hitherto been affected, and therefore we 
'could not recognize any new arrangement which was come to 
without us.” Metternich observed that the new situation had 
been created by French and Spanish action, but he added that 
the German Government would understand that it was 
natural for England to take an interest in the question. Two 
days later the Prime Minister announced that a new situation 
had arisen in Morocco. “ I am confident that diplomatic dis- 
cussion will find a solution, and in the part that we shall take 
in it we shall have due regard to the protection of those 
interests and to the fulfilment of our treaty obligations to 

France, which are well known to the House.” 

The official British pronouncements of July 4 and 6, though 
they asked no questions, appeared to their authors to invite a 
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formal response. Unfortunately they were not so interpreted 
by the German Government, which believed itself to have 
made the position clear in the communications of July 1. 
Nothing was heard from Berlin till July 11, when the British 
Ambassador called at the Wilhelmstrasse on some minor 
matters. After a general reference by Kiderlen to the Morocco 
question, Goschen remarked that the attitude of the British 
Government had been made absolutely clear. A conversation 
between Germany, France and Spain would be inacceptable. 
There had never been any idea of such a conversation d trois , 
rejoined the Foreign Minister. He added that he had had very 
friendly conversations with the French Ambassador, and had 
strong hopes that they would find a modus vivendi. It seemed 
a hopeful sign that on July 14 Kiderlen suggested to Goschen 
that a meeting between the German and British fleets arranged 
to take place at Molde should be cancelled, since the Kaiser 
was likely to make an injudicious speech. 

The first conversation between Kiderlen and Cambon after 
the Agadir coup took place on July 9, when, after an em- 
barrassing silence on both sides, the Foreign Minister proposed 
to continue the Kissingen discussions and outlined die settle- 
ment which he had long had in mind. The hitch in the railway 
agreement had opened their eyes and a change would be made. 
Germany would renounce territorial and polidcal aims in 
Morocco in return for compensation elsewhere, for instance 
in the French Congo. The negotiations, he added, must be 
confined to Germany and France. If any other Power joined 
in, all the signatories of the Algeciras Treaty would claim to 
take part. The Ambassador approved both project and 
method, though he added that the British Government would 
be kept informed. 

Kiderlen’s demands went further than France expected. 
On July 1 5 the Chancellor informed his master that the Foreign 
Minister was claiming the whole French Congo as compensa- 
tion for leaving Morocco to France, and that a favourable 
result could only be obtained by a very firm stand. To secure 
the French Congo, he added, would involve the cession of 
some German territory, perhaps in Togoland. The Emperor 
complained that Kiderlen seemed to wish to go beyond the 
limits hitherto agreed. “ If your Excellency and the Foreign 
Secretary think a menacing attitude necessary. His Majesty 
must at once return. In his absence it cannot be done. His 
Majesty begs for a prompt explanation.” Kiderlen’s reply to 
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this implied rebuke was a letter of resignation. The French, 
he argued, would only make an acceptable offer if they were 
convinced that Germany meant business. “ We must have 
the whole French Congo ; it is the last chance of getting 
something substantial in Africa without a fight. We must go 
up to the Belgian Congo in order to have a say if it is ever 
partitioned, and, so long as it remains a state, to secure com- 
munication through it with German East Africa. Any other 
solution -means a reverse for us, which we can only avert by 
unflinching resolution.” If France declined, Germany should 
insist on the strict execution of the Algeciras Act. The French 
should be told that Germany would no longer look on while 
they broke a solemn treaty and did what they liked in Morocco. 
“ I do not believe that they would take up the challenge, but 
they must feel that we are ready for everything. If a man says 
in advance that he will not fight, he will achieve nothing in 
politics.” Since he no longer enjoyed the confidence of the 
ruler he would resign. Bethmann was also alarmed, but he 
declared that Kiderlen’s resignation would involve his own. 


and the Kaiser gave way. 

As the days passed without any communication from Berlin 
Grey’s anxieties increased, and on July 21 he spoke to the 
German Ambassador. He had no formal communication to 
make, but our silence did not mean that we were indifferent. 
Hoping that France and Germany might reach a settlement 
on the basis of a rectification of the frontier on the French 
Congo, we had stood aside ; but the news that Berlin was 
demanding virtually a cession of the French Congo, which it 
was obviously impossible for France to grant, made him 
anxious. If the negotiations failed, a very embarrassing situa- 
tion might arise. Agadir was the most suitable port for a 
naval base. What was taking place there we did not know ; 
perhaps the German flag might already have been hoisted. 
The longer the Germans remained, the more difficult it became 
to withdraw and the more necessary to protect British interests. 
Mettemich defended the action of his Government an com 
plained that Grey had two scales, one for Germany, anot et 
for France ; but he was not in a position to give any orma 
tion. The Foreign Minister, he reported to Berlin, feared a 
breakdown of the negotiations and desired to take part in 
them. It was clear that he would support the French and 
would grudge Germany a footing in Agadir, u o 
Morocco he was full of eood will. 
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On the same afternoon the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
visited the Foreign Secretary and asked if a reply had been 
received to the communication of July 4. On hearing that 
there was none, he produced a statement which he proposed 
to read that evening at an official dinner at the Mansion House. 
Both the project and the text were approved by Grey and 
Asquith. Neither Germany nor Morocco were mentioned, 
but the warning was clear enough. “ If a situation were to be 
forced upon us in which peace could only be preserved by the 
surrender of the great and beneficent position Britain had won 
by centuries of effort and achievement, by allowing Britain to 
be treated where her interests are vitally affected as if she were 
of no account in the Cabinet of Nations, then I say emphatic- 
ally that peace at that price would be a humiliation, intolerable 
for a great country like ours to endure.” 

Three days later, on July 24, Metternich brought the res- 
ponse to Grey’s communication of July 21. The P anther had 
aeen sent to Agadir to protect German interests and for no 
other cause. Not a man had been or would be landed unless 
German lives were menaced. Germany had never thought of 
a naval port on the Moroccan coast and had no design on 
Moroccan territory. If France wanted a free hand in Morocco 
she must offer compensation. Visibly relieved by this con- 
ciliatory message, Grey asked if he might announce that no 
landing had taken place. The Ambassador replied that he 
must consult his Government, and on the following day a less 
agreeable conversation took place. After the provocative 
words of Mr. Lloyd George, declared Metternich, the assur- 
ance must not be revealed. Nobody must think that the 
German Government had made a declaration of intentions in 
consequence of that speech. If France refused an agreement, 
he continued, Germany must demand that the Treaty of 
Algeciras should be observed and that the status quo ante 
should be restored. A Conference would be needless. If no 
other signatory was prepared to join in vindicating the Treaty, 
Germany unaided would secure by all means full respect for 
her rights. The Ambassador proceeded to read a vigorous 
protest against the Mansion House speech. The German 
proposals seemed to his Government quite acceptable, and 
they concerned territories in which English interests were not 
involved. If, however, England had desires, they should 
surely have been transmitted through the usual channel, 
instead of by a public declaration which had been interpreted 
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by the British and French press as a warning bordering on 
menace. That was not the way to foster a friendly tinder- 
standing between Germany and France. No better means of 
embroiling the situation and leading to a violent explosion 
could have been found. 

Grey defended the speech on the ground that it merely 
claimed the consideration due to a great nation ; but the con- 
versation, which the Ambassador described as extremely lively, 
ended on a softer note. It was not intended by any thing tha t 
had been or would be said, declared the Foreign Secretary, to 
embroil the Franco-German negotiations, which we sincerely 
desired to succeed. Grey was profoundly disturbed by the 
interview. “ I have just received a communication from the 
German Ambassador,” he remarked to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, “ so stiff that the fleet might be attacked at any 
moment. I have sent for McKenna to warn him.” He trusted 
the Chancellor, but Kiderlen, who was now at the helm, in- 
spired no confidence. “ We are dealing with people who 
recognize no law except that of force between nations,” he 
complained. After this sharp exchange the situation improved. 
On July 27 a communication arrived from Berlin couched in 
the friendliest terms. Adverse criticism from the English side, 
it stated, must obviously render the negotiations more difficult, 
while a public statement that England would welcome a 
successful conclusion of the Franco-German pourparlers would 
have a most beneficial effect. The desired declaration was 
made in the House of Commons by the Prime Minister the 

same afternoon. 

The Mansion House pronouncement, while infuriating 
German opinion, slightly modified German claims. Yester- 
day’s conversation was very different from the last two, re- 
ported the French Ambassador on July 24. “ Reserving the 
free export of iron, Germany will let you found this North 
African Empire which is your great objective.” Kiderlen 
renewed the demand from the Congo to the sea, but offered 
Togoland, North Camerun and the absolute abandonment of 
Morocco. Once again the French Ambassador replied that 
it was impossible to cede the French Congo. On July 28 
Kiderlen declared the proposed offer of portions of the French 
Congo quite insufficient, and added that the French Govern- 
ment seemed disinclined to come to an arrangement. Public 
opinion in France, rejoined the Ambassador, would be severely 
critical of the offers already made. There was public opinion 
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in Germany as well, retorted Kiderlen. The pact of 1909, to 
which appeal was made, depended on the Algeciras Act, which 
had been infringed. Germany’s hands could not be bound by 
agreements which France had not observed. An understanding 
should have been sought before the expedition to Fez. He 
had no other suggestions to make. Since the pourparlers, 
which ought to have been kept secret, had been revealed he 
did not consider it consistent with the dignity of Germany to 
abate her requirements. He would, however, consult the 
Chancellor and the Emperor on the subject of further dis- 
cussions and would see the Ambassador again on July 31. It 
was an alarming conversation, but at the next meeting both 
parties made an advance. Kiderlen, after seeing the Emperor, 
declared that the essential demand was for access to the Congo 
river, while he would not complain of a French Protectorate 
in Morocco. The principle was accepted in Paris and on 
August 4 he withdrew his claim to the coast. 

Though a certain approach had been made, the bargainers 
were still far apart, and on August 14 the offer of Togoland 
was withdrawn on the ground that public opinion would dis- 
approve and that French offers were insufficient to justify the 
sacrifice. France replied that in that case her offers must also 
be diminished. By the middle of the month seven German 
proposals for territorial cessions in the Congo had been re- 
jected by France, and six French offers by Germany. Both 
sides angrily complained of the frequent changes of front. 
On August 18 Kiderlen left Berlin to consult the Emperor. 
“ Opinion is excited,” reported Cambon on August 20. “ If 
the negotiations fail, Germany will probably refuse a con- 
ference. The internal situation affects the external. The 
elections approach and the parties compete in patriotism. I 
hope our apprehensions may be groundless, but it would be 
levity not to see the possibility of a conflict.” While Caillaux 
was still on holiday, he heard that Kiderlen had told certain 
Ambassadors that the attitude of France made war almost in- 
evitable, and that the situation could not remain as it was. 
Rumours also reached him of German agents in the hinterland 
of Agadir and Mogador telling the chiefs that Germany would 
soon control that territory. Pamphlets appeared in Germany, 
among them the widely read West Marokk 0 Deutsche by the 
Pan-German leader Class, which argued that compensation 
outside Morocco was unacceptable. Caillaux believed that 
Germany still coveted part of Morocco, and to prevent it he 
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was willing to fight. The situation was as tense as it had 
been in July. 

Returning to Paris on August : 7, the French Premier took 
the rudder from the hands of his feeble Foreign Minister, and 
on August 22 a special conference was summoned in Paris to 
decide the course of French policy. The Ambassadors at 
London and Berlin were present. The Emperor and Kiderlen 
reported Cambon, seemed disinclined for war. If, however* 
the latter failed to secure what German opinion would regard 
as a success his personal position would be seriously affected 
and it was therefore doubtful if he really desired the territo rial 
negotiations to succeed. It was decided to offer territory in 
the French Congo which, in view of the fact that Germany 
was only prepared to cede the Bee du Canard, appeared large 
and adequate. 

After a brief holiday Kiderlen returned on August 29 to 
Berlin, where Jules Cambon arrived on the following day, 
bringing two sets of instructions, one for Morocco, the other 
for the Congo. The decisive stage of the encounter had now 
been reached. Though the Governments desired agreement, 
public opinion in both countries was dangerously inflamed. 
On September 4 the draft convention agreed on after the con- 
ference with the Ambassadors at Paris was presented. Cambon 
thought it an inadequate offer for the enormous advantage of a 
free hand in Morocco, but Kiderlen accepted the main outlines. 
On September 8, however, a German counterdraft outlined a 
widely different scheme. The Foreign Minister defended his 
handiwork as merely designed to prevent the eviction of 
German industry, but it was described by de Selves as an 
attempt to secure a right of constant intervention. The hitch 
became known and a financial panic ensued. German shares 
fell rapidly, there was a run on the banks, and the bankers 
declared that Germany was financially unprepared for war. 
After this revelation of economic weakness Kiderlen again 
showed himself more accommodating, and a new French 
draft, dated September 13, met with a friendly reception. 
Cambon confided to Goschen that, unless something totally 
unexpected should occur, grave complications, were hn* 
probable. A reassuring communique appeared in the Lakalan- 
Z e *£, er > Bethmann reported to his master on September 1 
that the latest French proposals went far to meet German claims. 
Three more French drafts narrowed the differences still further. 

The Morocco agreement was initialled on October 1 1, the 



KIDERLEN-WACHTER, THE MAN OF AGADIR 1 5 5 

covering letters on October 14. The settlement, however, was 
conditional on the success of the Congo discussions. " You 
will have observed,” wrote de Selves to Jules Cambon on 
October 10, “ that French public opinion, despite the para- 
mount importance of the Morocco question, is becoming 
increasingly hostile to the idea of territorial concessions which 
S our colony in half." Without diminishing the terri- 
torial extent of the offer already made, the Ambassador was 
instructed to offer an alternative leaving the junction between 
the north and south of the colony intact. When the discussions 
began on October x j Kiderlen immediately declared the new 
proposals impossible. “ If you wish for agreement you must 
give us access to the Congo river. I would rather have less 

territory, but on that point I cannot yield.” 

On October 2 Kiderlen introduced a new difficulty by 
raising the question of French pre-emption of the Congo Free 
State. “ If the matter arises, France must confer with Germany 
whose interests must not be ignored.” His tone suggested a 
break, reported the Ambassador. The disquieting news was 
forwarded to London and St. Peterburg with a request for 
advice. A Russian suggestion that any change of sovereignty 
in the Conventional basin must be discussed by all the 
signatories of the Berlin Act was approved in London and 
accepted in Paris and Berlin. The Congo Treaty was initialled 
on November 3, and the joint treaty was signed on November 
4. Kiderlen and Jules Cambon had had over a hundred inter- 
views. They had grown to like each other and they were well 
matched. They exchanged signed photographs with the in- 
scriptions “A mon terrible ami ” and “A mon aimable ennemi.” 

The first article of the Morocco treaty declared that Germany, 
merely pursuing economic interests, would not obstruct the 
administrative, judicial, economic, financial and military 
reforms needed for the good government of the empire. The 
second consented to military occupation and police control by 
France. The third accepted the diplomatic and consular re- 
presentation of Moroccan interests by French authorities. The 
fourth bound France to equality of treatment in regard to 
tariffs, taxation and transport charges. The following articles 
dealt with mines, public works, fisheries and the status of 
foreign prvttgis. The Congo treaty defined the new frontiers 
and dealt with questions of railways, navigation and the 
passage of troops. An exchange of letters by Kiderlen and 
Jules Cambon of the same date pledged the signatories of the 
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treaty to refer disputed questions of interpretation to arbitra- 
tion as provided by the Hague Convention of 1907. 

The reception of the treaties in Germany was far more 
hostile than in France, and Lindequist, the Colonial Minister 
resigned in disgust. The Pan-Germans were furious at the 
abandonment of territorial ambitions in Morocco, all the more 
since they believed Kiderlen to have shared their views. The 
Chancellor discussed the settlement with his usual moderation. 
“After the dust of the conflict has settled,” he observed to the 
French Ambassador, “ we shall both see the importance of the 
results obtained, and Europe will find peace therein. The 
situation has been cleared up. Doubtless Morocco was des- 
tined to pass more and more into your sphere of influence ; 
but we differentiated between political influence (as recognized 
by us in 1909) and direct authority. Peijhaps at Paris they 
confused these things, and hence arose friction, which will now 
disappear. You are the masters in Morocco.” When Cambon 
complained of the sending of the Panther, Bethmann recalled 
his grave warnings. “ If you could go to Fez, we could go to 
Agadir.” In the ensuing debates in die Reichstag he spoke to 
a highly critical audience. His statements were supplemented 
by an address by Kiderlen to the Budget Committee, in which, 
without consulting the British Government, he gave a detailed 
account of the critical interviews between Grey and Mettemich. 

Kiderlen’s prestige stood lower at the end than at the 
beginning of the Agadir crisis, for it was generally felt that 
Caillaux had won the game. Morocco was French. If it be 
pleaded that in 191 1, as in 1906, the officers on the bridge were 
in disagreement, he should have taken that factor into con- 
sideration before he set the ship on its perilous course. In 
1906 Holstein was prepared to fight, while Biilow and the 
Kaiser were not. Though he possessed .an authority such as 
no Foreign Minister had exercised since the foundation of the 
German Empire, he was not a dictator. He was blamed by 
the moderates for leading the country to the verge of the 
abyss, and by the Pan-Germans for letting them down. His 
technique was at fault. Russia had yielded to threats in i 9 ° 9 > 
but in 1 9 1 1 France, backed by England, stood firm. Moreover, 
there is a suspicion of ambiguity about his attitude. In public 
he always disclaimed territorial ambitions in Morocco. In 
private, according to Class, the Pan-German leader, he ex- 
pressed sympathy with their demands and encouraged them to 
pursue their annexationist campaign. On July 1 , Zimmermann. 
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the Under-Secretary, told Class that it was intended to take 
and keep the Agadir district. Whether or not he agreed with 
them, Kiderlen believed that ihe beating of the Pan-German 
drum would be a useful factor in putting pressure on the 
French. How little South Morocco was a land flowing with 
millc and honey he only realized from the report of Dr. Regen- 
danz, who was sent on a mission of discovery in August. 
That he deliberately deceived the Pan-Germans is less likely 
than that he changed his mind on the value of the country in 
the light of fuller information, and reached the conclusion 
that it was not worth a war. Moreover, his heart was set on 
Central Africa. He had visions of a broad belt stretching from 
sea to sea with a portion of the Belgian Congo as the con- 
necting link. . . 

Soon after the storm had abated, Take Jonescu visited his 

old friend in Berlin. Recalling their conversation at Bucharest, 
he expressed intense surprise at- his Moroccan policy , which 
had challenged France on the ground where she was strongest, 
and had still further antagonized England whose friendship he 
had desired to win. The Foreign Minister put up a very lame 
defence. He had never wished for war and had merely tried 
to liquidate the Morocco question once for all. France, he 
argued, had not desired to carry out the agreement of 1909, 
and a blow of the fist had been required to make her take 
things seriously. The blow had succeeded, for agreement had 
been reached. Henceforth relations with Paris would be 
normal and those with London could become amicable. If he 
really believed this nonsense he was living in a fool’s paradise. 
How could either England or France forget the emotions of 
Agadir? He suffered indeed from a strange dualism. In the 
words of Caillaux, he combined the intelligence of a statesman 
with the temperament of a Bismarckian Junker. National 
psychology, us Hammann, Chief of the Press Department of 
the Foreign Office, confessed, was not his strong point. Never 
again did the Chancellor relax control, and his exclusion from 
the conversations during the Haldane Mission filled him with 
rage. 

Throughout the long Morocco crisis Kiderlen wrote with 
astonishing freedom to a Russian Baroness of Montenegrin 
descent living in France. His blazing indiscretions, which 
revealed divergences between the Foreign Minister and “ the 
two old women ” (the Kaiser and the Chancellor), came into 
the hands of Caillaux, who published selections after the war 
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in the second edition of his Agadir. Such intimate outpourings 
can scarcely have been intended for foreign eyes, though the 
contrary opinion has sometimes been maintained, Whatever 
their object, they reflect discredit on the writer. Even more 
extraordinary was it that in the middle of August, during a 
short break in the negotiations, he undertook a journey to 
Chamonix in the company of the Baroness. When the Prefect 
of the Department of Upper Savoy, by order of the French 
Premier, greeted him at the station, he promptly recrossed the 
frontier, leaving Caillaux wondering what object he had had 
in view. It remains a mystery. 

Kiderlen’s activities during the last year of his life may be 
briefly summarized. From the standpoint of Berlin, the Tripoli 
war, like the annexation of Bosnia, was an unmitigated nuisance. 
In both cases allies of Germany struck a sudden blow at her 
Turkish friends, and, though not suspected of being an accom- 
plice, she inevitably lost ground in Constantinople. Italy’s 
flirtations with France and Russia, though not known in detail 
to her allies, were notorious, and pressure might drive her 
into the arms of the Triple Entente. Thus in 1911, as in 1908, 
Germany had no choice but to stand by her ally, trusting to 
her skill to mend the wires to Turkey when the crisis was past. 
Yet she displayed far less zeal than Russia for the Italian cause. 
On both occasions Marschall, the chief architect of the German- 
Turkish rapprochement, sharply condemned the policies of 
Vienna and Rome. He was particularly incensed by Kiderlen’s 
passive attitude during the T chary ko\ negotiations at Con- 
stantinople for the opening of the Straits to Russian ships of 
war, and despatched his resignation in angry protest. When 
Tcharykov was repudiated by Sazonoff the resignation was 
withdrawn, but his resentment at Kiderlen’s policy remained. 
His Turcophilism was well known to Italy, whose desire for 
a more sympathetic representative of her German ally in the 
Turkish capital was among the causes of his transfer to London. 

Despite the friction with Austria involved in the Tripoli 
conflict, the Italian Government desired the Triple Alliance 
to continue. Since Francis Joseph was over eighty and his 
heir’s hostility to Italy was unconcealed, Giohtti and San 
Giuliano decided to make sure that the treaty, which was to 
expire in July, 1914, should be prolonged beyond that date. 
In July, 1911, Kiderlen was confidentially informed of their 
desire for immediate renewal of the alliance, and passe on 
the information to Aehrenthal. The plan was approve in 
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principle both in Berlin and Vienna. But it required eighteen 
months of discussion and a visit to Rome by the German 
Foreign Minister in January, 1912, before the fifth treaty of 
the Triple Alliance was signed on December 5, 1912. Italy’s 
new position, with a foot in each of the rival European camps, 
suited her very well. 

Soon after the final abandonment of the Anglo-German 
naval and neutrality negotiations in the spring of 1912, 
following the unsuccessful Haldane Mission to Berlin, the 
centre of political interest shifted to Eastern Europe. Here 
Kiderlen’s knowledge and authority were unrivalled, and with 
the outbreak of the Balkan war in October, 1912, he came into 
his own again. In this last phase of his career he, like 
Aehrenthal after the Bosnian escapade, won back a substantial 
portion of the influence he had forfeited at Agadir. His de- 
termination to localize the conflict was beyond all doubt. 
The firebrand of 1911 had developed into a pillar of European 
peace. In co-operating with Grey for this supreme purpose 
he contributed to an Anglo-German d£tente> and in one of his 
last letters he wrote that the English were so tame that they 
fed out of his hand. 

In the Balkan wars, as in the Tripoli conflict, Germany left 
initiatives to other Powers. It was a matter of indifference to 
him, remarked Kiderlen to the British Ambassador, which 
side won. Victory for Turkey, which he expected, would be 
easier to deal with, for she knew that she would not be allowed 
an extension of territory. If, on the other hand, her enemies 
triumphed, the status quo could not be maintained. In any 
case, he hoped that the Great Powers, especially England, 
Germany and France as the least interested parties, would 
keep in close touch. When the Allies carried everything 
before them, he, like the Kaiser, realized that they must have 
their reward. He was relieved to find Austria peacefully 
inclined and quite ready for a larger Servia, so long as she did 
not attempt to secure a port on the Adriatic. On this latter 
point he supported his allies, and informed the Serbs of his 
attitude. He warmly welcomed the plan of an informal con- 
ference of Ambassadors, and expressed a hope that it might 
be held in London. Wanting nothing for herself in the 
Balkans, Germany, like England, worked honestly for con- 
ciliation and compromise. The most dangerous phases of the 
Balkan conflict occurred after his death. 

Kiderlen died of a stroke on December $0, 1912, in his 
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beloved Wiirttemberg, where he was spending Christmas. 
Like Biilow, whose coming to power had also been hopefully 
acclaimed, he left the European situation worse than he found 
it. The edifice indeed was so fragile that every fresh shock 
left it debilitated, just as an ailing body is devitali2ed by suc- 
cessive operations, however successful they may seem at the 
time. No one imagined that Germany had wanted war ; but 
the Agadir coup set the nerves of the Chancelleries on edge 
again just when they were beginning to recover from the 
Bosnian alarm. There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of 
Kiderlen’ s desire for good relations with the Western Powers 
of which he had spoken to Take Jonescu, but he went the 
wrong way to work. He lacked both the imagination and the 
self-control needed for the highest tasks of diplomacy. In 
commenting on his death, Jules Cambon emphasized his out- 
bursts of anger, his sarcasms and the bad condition of his 
nerves. Dr. Rosen, who subsequently held the same high 
office, goes so far as to say that a careful analysis of him both 
as man and politician would reveal a strong percentage of 
alcohol. Though French policy in the spring of 1911 was 
exasperating, the German reaction was inexcusably inept. Its 
result was registered in the following year in the Mediterranean 
agreement and the Grey-Cambon letters. The gulf between 
the Central Powers and the Triple Entente was widened. 
The diplomatic ground lost by Germany in 1911 was never 
fully regained, though Kiderlen did his best to repair the 
mischief he had caused. The cardinal error of post-Bismarck- 
ian statesmen in Germany was the simultaneous estrangement 
of England and Russia. That they deliberately worked for 
war is a legend, but their clumsy methods increased the stresses 

from which it arose. . . . , , 

How Kiderlen would have handled the Serajevo crisis had 

he lived a little longer it is useless to speculate. “ We must 

not be Austria’s satellite in the Near East,” he remarked to the 

Chancellor in September, 1912, when the latter was about to 

visit Berchtold. Kiihlmann has expressed his belief that he 

would not have given Austria a blank cheque on July 5 > 

and that he would have prevented the war. That he migh 

have managed better than Bethmann and Jagow is 

possible, for no one could have done worse. Perhaps r 

might have helped to round one more awkward corner be 

the old Europe plunged headlong into the abyss. 

opening of the archives teaches one lesson more than another, 
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it is tbat the sword of Damocles was suspended over our heads, 
and that no European statesman of the opening years of the 
twentieth century was of the statute to prevent its ultimate fall. 
D^ite his powerful intellect, Kiderlen was no wiser than 

the rest. 
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I. The Peace Settlement and the League 

I N the opening years of the twentieth century British policy 
was shaped by three major principles. All were designed 
to ensure die security of our possessions and communications, 
for the era of expansion was over. Two of them, naval 
supremacy in home waters and the Balance of Power in 
Europe, were centuries old. The third, our partnership with 
France, was new but none the less significant, for she was 
bound to be either an enemy or a friend. The resolve of 
William II and Tirpitz to add a mighty fleet to the strongest 
army in the world drove Great Britain almost automatically 
into the arms of France and Russia. If the violation of 
Belgian neutrality was the immediate cause of our declaration 
of war in 1914 and gave a certain moral consecration to our 
effort, the deeper motive of intervention was to save France 
from catastrophic defeat. Lord Haldane used to say that the 
much discussed question of our commitments was largely 
irrelevant, since our action was dictated by our plainest 
interests. If we had stood aside the Continent would inevit- 
ably have been dominated by Germany, and the Balance of P ower 
would have been overthrown. Victory was only achieved 
with the aid of the United States, and was registered in six 
treaties — with Germany (Versailles) June 28, 1 9 1 9 » 
Austria (St. Germain) September 10, 1919 ; with Bulgaria 
(Neuilly) November 27, 1919; with Hungary (Trianon) 

June 4th, 1920; with Turkey (Sevres) August 1920, and 

(Lausanne) July 23, 1923. Their disintegration is the main 

theme of European history during the last two decades. 

The disappearance of four empires (Germany, Austria, 
Russia, Turkey) confronted our statesmen with formidable 
problems. The immediate task of the Allies was to divide the 
spoils in Europe and elsewhere. It was not easy, for secret 
treaties had in some measure tied our hands, and certain p s 
of Europe were too mixed for effective self-determination; 
but it was less difficult than the problem of re ui 8 
shattered world. For this urgent enterprise there were two 

l62 
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alternative schemes. The first, championed with eloquent 
conviction by President Wilson, called for a new co-operative 
system embodied in a League of Nations. What we seek is 
the reign of law, based upon the consent of the governed and 
sustained by the organized opinion of mankind.” The second 
sponsored by Clemenceau, was based upon the argument that 
the war had changed nothing except the distribution of power ; 
that force would rule the future as it had ruled the past ; that 
the Germans were incorrigible ; and that the security of F ranee 
could only be found in perpetuating the weakness of her 

terrible foe. 

The British Delegation stood far closer to the American 
than to the French programme, though it identified itself with 
nei t h e r school. After four years of desperate strife and un- 
imaginable suffering it was doubtless impossible to make a 
more statesmanlike settlement than the Treaty of Versailles, 
for victory is a heady drink. It was not a “ Carthaginian ” 
peace, as Mr. Lloyd George has demonstrated in his impressive 
apologia ; yet far-seeing men like General Smuts and Colonel 
House confessed how imperfect it was, not least in its lack 
of large-scale economic planning. Its unexpected severity 
struck the frail Weimar Republic a blow from which it never 
recovered, for democracy was identified in many German 
minHs with humiliation and defeat. On the other hand, France 
was angered by the Anglo-American veto on the separation 
of the left bank of the Rhine from Germany and on the 
annexation of the Saar. Thus, while the bells of victory were 
still pealing, two grave anxieties loomed up on the horizon — 
the exasperation of a proud people at the harshness of the 
victors,. and the resentment of the French at the frustration of 
a settlement which in their belief would have guaranteed 
lasting security. “ If we have not the Rhine and the bridge- 
heads over the Rhine,” declared Foch, in a memorable aphor- 
ism, “ we have nothing.” Millions of his countrymen shared 
his attachment to “ les frontifcres naturelles.” 

While heading France off the middle Rhine, the British and 
American Governments attempted to sweeten the pill by a 
promise of military support against German aggression ; and 
a Tripartite agreement was signed on June 28, 1919, the 
same day as the Treaty of Versailles. The obligation, however, 
was joint, so that, if either guarantor failed to ratify, the treaty 
would be void. When the Senate repudiated the President, 
Great Britain was absolved from her promise, and she made 
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no attempt to fill the vacuum. We cannot wonder that France 
sought compensation in treaties with Belgium and Poland 
and by co-operation with the Little Entente, hoping thus to 
obtaia the security which she had been forbidden to procure 
for herself. Nor can we be surprised that she endeavoured to 
hold Germany down. The League of Nations was an Anglo- 
American creation, and she placed little confidence in its 
practical utility in time of need. Europe was sharply divided 
between the satiated and the hungry, between the Haves and 
the Have-nots. To the logical French mind it seemed clear 
that the status quo emerging from a hundred per cent, victory 
could only be preserved by her armed strength and that of 
her new allies. I have heard “ Pertinax ” contemptuously dis- 
miss both the Covenant and the Kellogg Pact as scraps of paper. 
Few people expected the League to take military action, at 
any rate against a strong Power. 

To Great Britain, on the other hand, the signing of the 
Covenant was more than a formality. Though nobody could 
tell whether the League would be a fleeting experiment like 
the Holy Alliance, it corresponded to a keen desire throughout 
the British Empire for a new departure. Our period of ex- 
pansion, which had lasted for three centuries, was at an end. 
As a fully satisfied Power, possessing a quarter of the earth’s 
surface and population, it was natural that we should welcome 
what appeared to be a stabilizing influence in the life of the 
world. We had made a mighty effort and we longed for a 
rest. A return to the isolationist policy of the nineteenth 
century was impossible, so close and so numerous were the 
ties which bound us to the Continent. It seemed equally 
dangerous to continue the policy of partnership with a parti- 
cular Power or group of Powers, which, in the opinion of 
many people, had dragged us into the whirlpool. For die 
essence of the system of Continental commitments is that the 
enmities of any member of a group are implicitly shared by 
its associates, and that a limited conflict* is ruled out in advance. 
In any case, both the Triple Alliance and the Triple Entente 
had disappeared. The only remaining alternative was the 
method of collective security, each Power pledging itself to 
certain obligations for the preservation of peace. This was 
not enough for France, with her numerical inferiority to 
Germany and her exposed eastern frontier, but at the moment 
it seemed enough for us. The German fleet was at the bottom 
of the sea, the air arm was in its infancy. A League policy 
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aooeared to avoid the disadvantages alike of isolation and of 
competing groups. Though Comradeship with France 
remained an axiom, there was no thought of an alliance, 
written or implied. It was well understood that changes were 
inevitable, but it was hoped that they could be peacefully made 
in the spirit of Article XIX of the Covenant. We have, as 
I read the lesson of the time,” declared Curzon in 1921, “to 
keep what we have obtained, sometimes against our will ; not 
to seize anything else ; to reconcile, not defy ; to pacify , not 
to conquer.” It is always easy for satiated states to play the 
part of the good boy till the acid test of their readiness to 
make territorial sacrifices is applied. 

II. The Washington Treaties 

If our entry into the League, with all that it implied, was the 
first major decision of British policy on the return of peace, 
the second was the termination of our alliance with Japan. 
Formed in 1902 as a barrier against Russian domination in the 
Far East, and expanded in 1905, it was renewed for ten years 
in 1911. Japan’s debt to us for keeping the ring in her 
triumphant struggle with Russia was repaid when she drove 
the Germans out of Kiao-Chau and helped us to clear the 
Pacific of German ships. Having fulfilled her obligations, 
she naturally expected the alliance to be renewed. Influential 
British voices argued that we should be guilty of gross 
ingratitude in dropping our partner when we no longer re- 
quired her services, and that the wounded pride of a Great 
Power might ultimately prove a danger in the Far East. 
Others pointed to the fact that the disapproval of the alliance 
by the United States was unconcealed, fearing as they did the 
possibility of England being dragged into a Japanese-American 
war. Only a little less pronounced was the antagonism of 
Canada and New Zealand. It was a formidable dilemma for 
the Lloyd George Ministry, which desired to combine honour- 
able dealing with a regard for trans-atlantic sentiment. 

Fortunately it proved unnecessary for us to show our old 
friends the door. In the summer of 1921 President Harding 
invited the Powers to meet in Washington in November for 
a discussion of naval competition and the problems of the 
Far East. The aim of the Anglo- Japanese treaty, after the 
formal annexation of Korea by Japan in 1910, had been to 
maintain the status quo in the north western Pacific. This 
object was now to be attained in a different way. The signa- 
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tories of the Four-Power Pact of December 13th, 1921 (the 
United States, the British Empire, France and Japan), agreed 
to respect each other’s rights in the Pacific and to discuss any 
controversy between them in a joint conference. The parallel 
Nine-Power Treaty of February 6th, 1922 (England, the 
United States, France, Italy, Belgium, Holland, Portugal, 
China, Japan), pledged the signatories to respect the in- 
dependence of China, and to afford unfettered opportunity to 
the young Republic to work out its own salvation. At the 
same time Japan restored Shantung and England Wei-hai-hei. 
It was a statesmanlike scheme, placing the peace of the Far 
East on broader foundations by attempting to help China 
through her growing pains, and to soothe the amour-propre of 
a powerful nation by merging the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 
a larger association. “At any rate you gave it a splendid 
funeral,” remarked a Japanese diplomatist to a British col- 
league. A difficult comer had been turned at the cost of 
weakening our position in the Far East ; for Japanese senti- 
ment could hardly be expected to remain as Anglophil as it 
had been for twenty years. The temperature fell still further 
with the decision to create a naval base at Singapore, which 
was rightly regarded in Tokio as a token of mistrust. Hence- 
forth she showed scanty consideration to the interests of her 
old ally. 

Of greater interest to the ordinary British citizen was a 
second achievement of the Washington Conference. The 
faint-hearted attempt to secure a limitation of armaments at 
The Hague in 1 899 had failed ; and the Tsar, smarting under 
his defeat in the Far East, made no similar effort at the second 
Hague Conference in 1907. Four years of a world war, how- 
ever, wrought an atmospheric change. When the American 
Government opened the proceedings with a bold plan for 
limiting the tonnage of capital ships of the Great Powers, the 
British Delegation headed by Lord Balfour promptly fell into 
line. The Five-Power Treaty of February 6th, 1922, declared 
that Great Britain and the United States should not exceed 
j 2 5 ,000 tons ; Japan accepted a limit of 3 1 5 ,000, while France 
and Italy paired at 1 7 5 ,000. The consent of Japan was secured 
be a veto on fortification of naval bases within striking distance 
of her shores. Four English battleships about to be built were 
cancelled, and many ships were scrapped. The agreement, 
which was to run till the end of 1936* was memorable for two 
reasons. For the first time a limitation of armaments had been 
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reached by free discussion between the Great Powers, and it 
was hoped that similar agreements would be made for the 
land and air. In the second place it was a public admission by 
Great Britain that she would be passed by the United States 
if there were a ship-building race, owing to the superiority of 
the latter in wealth and population. It was clearly wiser un- 
grudgingly to accept parity in capital ships with a nation 
against which war was unthinkable. Though Britannia could 
no longer claim with the old assurance to rule the waves, she 
still remained the strongest naval Power. The attempt to 
secure agreed limitation in the lesser categories unfortunately 
failed. Our proposal for the abolition of submarines found 
no support, but their illegitimate use was condemned. Our 
prompt acceptance of the Washington scheme increased the 
goodwill of the American people, which was further enhanced 
by the Irish settlement of 1921, and by the debt agreement 
(more satisfactory to the United States than to England) signed 
by Mr. Baldwin, Chancellor of the Exchequer in the Bonar 
Law Ministry, at Washington in 1923. We undertook to pay 
about 33 millions for sixty-two years. Never had there been 
a more genuine desire on both sides of the Atlantic for under- 
standing and co-operation for the maintenance of peace. The 
Washington treaties were proudly described by Balfour as an 
unmixed benefit to mankind. No one could foresee that Japan 
would before long abandon her conciliatory mood, resume 
her expansionist drive, and tear her treaty obligations to pieces. 

HI. The Problem of Russia 

No problem of post-war policy caused successive British 
Governments more searchings of heart than the new Russia. 
Her withdrawal from* the conflict in the winter of 1917 facili- 
tated the German offensive of March, 1918, and the butcher- 
ing of the Imperial family sent a shudder through the world. 
Having signed the treaty of Brest-Litovsk the Bolshevists 
were not needed at Paris, where the overthrow of the new 
regime by the combined forces of the Allies was academically 
discussed. Since the task was too formidable for exhausted 
armies to carry through with success, it would have been wise 
to leave the Moscow Government alone. A feeble compromise 
was found in supplying counter-revolutionary Russian com- 
manders with stores and moral support. The attacks were 
beaten off without much difficulty, but their effects remained. 
A fresh army had been called into existence by the energy of 
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Trotsky, and Moscow felt angry contempt for the “ Capitalist ” 
Powers, “ willing to wound and yet afraid to strike.” 

A deep gulf yawned between Eastern and Western Europe, 
and it was argued in some quarters that, so long as the hated 
and irreligious Bolshevists were in control, it ought never to 
be bridged. The dislike for the cruelties and fan aticis m of 
the Russian Government was shared to the full by the manual 
workers of Great Britain, who detested the Third International. 
But trade was bad, the nation was sick of war, and it was 
gradually realized that the Marxist rdgime had come to stay. 
A trade delegation under Krassin visited London in 1920, an 
Anglo-Russian Trade agreement was signed in 1921, and 
Russia promised to cease hostile propaganda. At the Genoa 
Conference in 1922 Mr. Lloyd George made an unsuccessful 
effort to bring Russia back to the comity of nations. In 
February, 1924, the first Labour Government restored the 
diplomatic relations which had been severed in 1917. The 
decision was received without enthusiasm and without loud 
protest, for we had maintained official relations with Abdul 
Hamid and other malefactors in the past. Recognition in no 
way implies approval, and our example, preceded by Italy, 
was followed by France. The ensuing attempt to settle the 
problem of debts was complicated by Russian counter-claims, 
and by the request for a substantial loan. A loan, declared 
Rakovsky, the Trade Representative in London who had now 
become Chargi d’ Affaires, was the only way to solve the ques- 
tion of pre-war debts. A further complication arose from the 
virulent attacks by the Russian press, not only against the 
British bourgeoisie, but against the Labour Government 
which was assumed to be its obedient tool. 

The Conference opened in April and the discussions con- 
tinued throughout the summer. Both parties desired an 
agreement, but there was a long agenda and between their 
respective standpoints there was a yawning gulf. The Russians 
stood by their principle of the repudiation of public debts and 
the nationalization of private property, though they were pre- 
pared for certain concessions in order to secure their immediate 
aims. The British Government and the bankers, on the other 
hand, upheld the sanctity of property and the validity of debts. 
When on August 5 th the Foreign Office announced the break- 
down of the negotiations, a group of Labour Members of 
Parliament secured their resumption, and on August 6th Arthur 
Ponsonby, the Under-Secretary who had been in charge 
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throughout, declared that agreement had been reached. A 
general and a commercial treaty were signed on August 8th. A 
loan was to be guaranteed if and when a second treaty satis- 
factory to British creditors had been reached. Parliament 
adjourned on August 7th, after a short debate in which criti- 
cism outweighed approval. Opinion in commercial circles was 
almost unanimously hostile, and the Liberal leaders announced 
their opposition as loudly as the Conservatives. Since Labour 
was in a minority in the House of Commons and the country, 
the scheme had no chance of success. Before it could be sub- 
mitted to Parliament, the MacDonald Government was de- 
feated on a minor issue and swept away. The mystery of the 
Zinovieff letter to the British Communist Party, published by 
the Foreign Office on October 24th, was never cleared up. 
Rakovski declared it a clumsy forgery, but the conviction that 
Russian communists were still intriguing against the security 
of the British Empire stampeded armies of voters into the 

Conservative camp. 

Recognition was not formally annulled, but the treaties 
signed on August 8 were dropped and the brief rapproche- 
ment was at an end. In 1926 Russia, through the Comintern, 
supported the General Strike. In 19^7 Commercial Dele- 
gation in London was raided by the police and expelled, 
together with the Embassy staff, on the ground that a confi- 
dential document had been stolen. The Trade Agreement of 
1921 was cancelled, but de jure recognition remained. On the 
return of the Labour Party to power in 1929, official relations 
were resumed and a new trade agreement was signed in 193°* 
The trial of British engineers in 1933 on charges of sabotage 
and espionage revived bitter feelings. Not till 1934, when 
Russia entered the League, did the thaw begin. In March, 
193 j, Mr. Eden’s visit to Moscow set the seal on official 
reconciliation, but the two peoples remained far apart. 

IV. The Settlement with Turkey 

A final settlement with the new Turkey was reached with 
less difficulty. The Treaty of Sevres was dictated by the Allies 
to a prostrate foe ; but while the Government at Con stanti- 
nople was signing the surrender, Mustapha Kemal raised the 
banner of independence in Asia Minor. France lost interest 
in the Greek cause when Constantine regained his throne in 
1920, and in 1921 a Franco-Turkish agreement ended Anglo- 
French co-operation in the Near East. Mustapha’s significance 
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was only appreciated in 1922 when the Greek army, light- 
heartedly pressing far beyond the Smyrna zone, marched 
towards Angora and was hurled back by the Turks. The 
Greeks received moral support from the Lloyd George Minis- 
try which, in concert with the French, had approved their 
occupation of Smyrna in 1919. But moral support alone was 
of no avail. After chasing the Greeks out of Smyrna, the 
Turkish army, flushed with victory, moved northwards, where 
a small allied force was stationed in the neutral zone which 
protected the Straits. France and Italy promptly withdrew 
their forces, leaving the British troops alone. Mustapha’s 
demand for their withdrawal from Asia Minor created the 
most anxious situation for Great Britain since the war, for it 
seemed equally dangerous to surrender and to resist. Mr. 
Lloyd George, who had eloquently championed the Greek 
cause, stood firm and asked for the support of the Dominions 
in case of need. Happily the moderation of Mustapha and 
the coolness of General Harington avoided a clash ; but the 
dramatic resurrection of Turkey tore up the Treaty of Sevres. 

Curzon had disapproved the Grecophil policy of his chief, 
and after the fall of the Coalition it was his task to negotiate a 
new treaty with the Turks. The Lausanne negotiations in 
1922-3, brilliantly described by Mr. Harold Nicolson in 
Curzon : The Last Phase , were conducted between equals. 
Though months of discussion proved necessary, for Izzet was 
a hard bargainer, no irreconcilable differences emerged. The 
Turks were aware that their future was in Asia Minor, their 
historic home, and that Angora was easier to defend than the 
city of Constantine. Their new outlook diminished the sig- 
nificance of the Straits, and the consent of Turkey to their 
demilitarization was the principal advantage from the British 
point of view of the Treaty of Lausanne, signed on July 23 rd, 
1923. Henceforth Anglo-Turk. relations were undisturbed. 
A difference of opinion as to the ownership of the vilayet of 
Mosul was settled in favour of Irak by the Court of Inter- 
national Justice at The Hague, to which it had been submitted 
by both parties. Turkey at last renounced her old rights in 
Egypt. After generations of alternating amity and enmity the 
Turkish question, so far as we were concerned, was at last 
sponged off the slate. Joining the League in 193° an ^ signing 
a pact in 1934 with Jugoslavia, Roumama and Greece guaran- 
teeing each other’s Balkan frontiers, Turkey became an 
remained a stabilizing influence. When, in 193^ s ^ e 
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nounced her desire and intention to remilitarize the Straits in 
view of the worsening of the European situation, we supported 

her claim. 

V. France Proposes an Alliance 

The divergence of outlook between London and Paris, 
which complicated the making of the Treaty of Versailles, 
incrc&scd in the early years of peace. The vital connection 
between economic recovery and political stabilization was 
more c lear ly envisaged in England than in France, who had 
lost in the struggle a larger proportion of a smaller population. 
Half-blinded by their terrible sufferings, the memory of ancient 
feuds and their passionate longing for security, the French 
resolved to keep Germany down as long as they could. It 
was obvious that an impoverished nation could not pay vast 
reparations, and the dread of a formidable neighbour recover- 
ing his strength outweighed even the desire to collect the 
expenses of the war. In pursuance of their purpose of keeping 
Germany weak, the French encouraged separatist movements 
in Rhenish Prussia and the Bavarian Palatinate, and installed 
a representative in Munich, despite the fact that the Weimar 
Constitution abolished the diplomatic privileges of the federal 
units of the Reich. These attempts to interfere in German 
domestic politics were rightly condemned by British opinion, 
and Cutzon ordered the British Consul in Munich to investi- 
gate French proceedings in the occupied zone. The publica- 
tion of the Clive report, though hotly resented in France, where 
the Government pretended to know nothing of the movement, 
served its purpose by bringing a crazy experiment to an end. 
We displayed our willingness to insist on the execution of the 
Treaty by joining in the temporary occupation of three towns 
in the Ruhr in 1 92 1 in consequence of default, but we had no 
desire to go beyond its terms. 

The collapse of the Tripartite treaty of June 28th, 1918, left 
a vacuum which France naturally hungered to fill. With sub- 
sequent experience to guide us, it is arguable that we should 
have offered to renew the pledge which ceased to bind us 
when the United States withdrew ; but at that time the danger 
of German aggression seemed remote. Left to her own devices, 
France concluded agreements with Belgium in 1920, Poland 
in 1921, and Czechoslovakia in 1924 — better than nothing, 
but a very inadequate substitution for an Anglo-American 
guarantee. Since die repudiation of Wilson and the return of 
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the Republicans to power, it was useless for her to look across 
the Atlantic. Why should she not knock again at England’s 
door ? 

On December j, 1921, the French Ambassador put before 
Curzon, “ in a purely private capacity,” certain views which 
he had been turning over in his mind. The Tripartite Treaty 
he began, was dead, and in any case France now wanted some- 
thing else. Such a unilateral guarantee by two Powers or one 
was humiliating, and it turned on the definition of the word 
“ unprovoked.” What he had in mind was something much 
more precise, a defensive alliance against aggression, direct 
or indirect. The latter was the more likely. For instance, a 
resuscitated Germany, perhaps in combination with a resusci- 
tated Russia, might launch an attack upon Poland, which 
France would regard as almost equivalent to an attack on her- 
self. England, of course, viewed the Poles in a different light, 
yet such an event would involve a menace to her as well. 
When Curzon inquired what advantages such a treaty would 
bring us, the Ambassador replied that France would be able 
to reduce her armaments as we desired, Germany could be 
admitted to the League and would be dissuaded from a fresh 
attack, and the three Powers could co-operate in the recon- 
structions of Russia. Curzon was not impressed. England, 
he pointed out, disliked military alliances and written engage- 
ments. In the first wave of enthusiasm she had joined in die 
Anglo-American guarantee, but now she was asked to give a 
pledge alone and in a much more comprehensive form. More- 
over, British opinion had not approved certain aspects of 
French policy. Was the consideration of the treaty of alliance 
to be accompanied by a liquidation of all outstanding disagree- 
ments, for instance, in Morocco and Egypt ? 

A fortnight later Briand visited London, but failed to move 
the Government from its standpoint of limited liability. The 
two Powers, he proposed, should guarantee and defend each 
other’s interests all over die world. British opinion, replied 
Mr. Lloyd George, was not prepared for such a spacious 
commitment. We were ready to guarantee France s eastern 
frontier, but not to be mixed up in Germany’s quarrels with 
Poland. France, replied Briand, wanted more than such a 
regional assurance. Other nations, including Germany, might 
perhaps enter a partnership corresponding to the recent Four 
Power Pacific treaty. Strict military obligations were not 
essential, but the partners would consult if their interests or 
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the status quo were threatened. His main object was to build 
u p a general organization to keep peace in Europe around an 
Anglo-French nucleus. Germany would see her interest in 
joining the group, and thereby checkmate reactionary and 
chauvinist forces in that country. Mr. Lloyd George rejoined 
that at the moment Parliament was only ready for a guarantee 
against invasion, but he would consult his colleagues. 

When the two Prime Ministers shortly afterwards attended 
a meeting of the Supreme Council at Cannes, Mr. Lloyd George 
communicated an elaborate memorandum dated January 4, 
1922, offering aid in the event of unprovoked German ag- 
gression against French soil. Obligations elsewhere would 
be contrary to our traditions. A complete entente would have 
to accompany the treaty, providing for the avoidance of naval 
competition and for whole-hearted co-operation in the econo- 
mic and financial reconstruction of Europe to be initiated at 
a conference attended by Russia. Agreement concerning the 
Near East was also essential. The Memorandum exhaled an 
unmistakable resentment, particularly in regard to the French 
attitude on submarines at the Washington Conference. The 
French reply on January 8 argued that a guarantee of aid 
against aggression should be bilateral, for England s island 
position might one day be threatened by new inventions. Any 
attempt to remilitarize the Rhineland should be regarded as a 
case of aggression, and any violation of the military , naval and 
air clauses of the Treaty of Versailles should involve joint 
action. The strength of the respective forces should be regu- 
lated by agreement ; there should be an understanding between 
the General Staffs, and the Governments should consult on 

any threat to the general peace. . 

A draft treaty dated January 12 merely promised British 

support in the event of unprovoked German aggression 
against the soil of France for ten years, and consultation if 
Germany took military, naval, or air measures inconsistent 
with the Treaty of Versailles. At this stage Briand was suc- 
ceeded by Poincar6, who introduced a stiffer tone. His draft 
proposed a bilateral guarantee for thirty years, continuous 
contact between the General Staffs, and consultation on threats 
to peace or to the treaty settlement. An elaborate Memo- 
randum in February explained the French views. A unilateral 
promise, remarked the French Ambassador, would be contrary 
to the self-respect of France. Curzon pointed out various 
objections to the draft, including die term of thirty years ; 



i 7 4 BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY, 1919-J9 

Parliament might perhaps accept fifteen. When he suggested 
that the pact should follow the removal of outstanding 
differences, the Ambassador replied that Poincard desired it 
to be signed before the Genoa Conference. The more the 
project was discussed, the wider appeared the gulf. 

A despatch from Balfour, Acting Foreign Secretary, on 
June 13, virtually ended the negotiations. “ H.M.G. are* still 
of opinion that no such defensive alliance should be concluded 
unless and until outstanding matters, more particularly the 
economic reconstruction of Europe, peace with Turkey, and 
the internationalization of Tangier, have been satisfactorily 
settled. The prospect of an early settlement of such questions 
is, I regret to say, far from hopeful, largely owing to the atti- 
tude of the French Government ; and in these circumstances 
no useful purpose would be served by pursuing further at 
present the conversations on the subject of the treaty of 
alliance.” Poincar£ coldly rejoined that France was absolutely 
indifferent as to whether there was a pact or not. As far as he 
could judge, it was better to leave things as they were, and to 
seek friendly agreement on the questions at issue. France 
knew that Great Britain would be found at her side if she or 
Belgium were again attacked. 

VI. Invasion of the Ruhr 

. . , 

In January, 1923, French and Belgian troops marched into 
the Ruhr on the plea that German reparations, which were 
paid in kind, were slightly in arrears* Italy sent a few engi- 
neers, but no troops. On the fall of the Lloyd George 
Coalition in November, 1922, Bonar Law formed a Conserva- 
tive Ministry, retaining Curzon at the Foreign Office, but the 
change made no difference in British policy. It was the desire 
of all parties that Germany should recover her economic pros- 
perity, not only for the sake of our trade, but as a factor in the 
stabilization of Europe. The industrial boom caused by the 
voracious demands of war quickly collapsed, leaving us with 
high taxation and an army of unemployed. An eager desire 
for a return to normality was combined with a growing con- 
viction that France was pressing Germany too hard. Owing 
to the withdrawal of the United States, England found herself 
in a minority on the Reparations Commission, where France 
could count on the support of Italy and Belgium. The epic 
conflict waged across the table by Sir John Bradbury, hitherto 
only known to those behind the scenes, became public pro* 
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petty when Poincar^ ordered the occupation of the Ruhr. 
The Bonar Law Ministry declined to co-operate, and the Law 
Officers pronounced the invasion unauthorized by the Treaty 
of Versailles, though it was thought best to conceal their 
report. At no time since the reconciliation of 1903 had the 
sentiments of the average Englishman towards France been 
so chilly as during the Poincar£-Curzon era. Neither the 
French lawyer nor the British aristocrat wore kid gloves. We 
spoke of a rupture cordiale, but there was not much cordiality left. 

The old instinct for the Balance of Power may have sug- 
gested to experts that French predominance in Europe was 
lem min g excessive, but the reaction of John Bull was less 
sophisticated. He disliked the notion of trampling on a man 
when he is down, a process little calculated to increase the 
flow of reparations, and certain to arouse passionate resent- 
ment in a proud nation which was bound to recover its strength. 
British apprehensions were confirmed by the event. The 
workers of the Ruhr met the invaders with passive resistance, 
and the heavy task of feeding the population was assumed by 
the Reich. The mark, which had lost half its value at the end 
of the war and had since fallen rapidly, collapsed under the 
strain. The savings and investments of a thrifty people melted 
away in a few months, and in September Stresemann, who 
had been summoned to the helm at a moment of confusion and 
despair, called off the resistance. The avowed aim of the 
occupation had been to stimulate the willingness of the 
German people to pay. That object was not attained. It is 
astonishing that so able a publicist as Wladimir D’Ormesson 
should argue, in his brilliant volume on French policy, that 
the invasion was a success both in the material and the 
psychological field. The results of an ill-advised adventure 
were the ruin of the German middle and lower middle classes, 
the further identification of the struggling Weimar regime 
with humiliation and suffering, and the clearing of the path for 
a Dictator. In the words of Mr. Lloyd George, the dead hand 
of Poincar£ lay heavy on Europe, and we were glad to see 
him go. 

The defeat of the Bloc National in May, 1924, brought more 
flexible minds to the Quai d’Orsay. While Poincar6, with his 
lawyer’s mind, regarded the Treaty of Versailles as a legal 
contract which must be enforced regardless of consequences, 
Herriot and Briand, the new pilots, held that the security of 
France would benefit by a ditente with Berlin. Frenchmen, 
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declared the latter in a famous phrase, must learn to talk 
European. The thorny problem of reparations, hitherto 
treated as a political issue, had been handed over to a com- 
mittee of financial experts under the ch airman ship of General 
Dawes, an American business man, and the elaborate Dawes 
Report was accepted by the German Government. The Treaty 
of Versailles merely defined the basis of the victors’ rlaitr^ 
for in 1919 it was impossible to forecast Germany’s ability to 
pay. The amount per year was now fixed, a new German 
currency was created, an Allied loan of 40 millions was raised 
to start the machinery, and an American Agent-General was 
installed at Berlin to keep an eye on German finances. The 
weak point of the scheme was that no time limit was set, so 
that there was no inducement for the German people to exert 
themselves. When Marx, Stresemann and Luther met Herriot 
and MacDonald in London in August, 1924, the bitterness of 
past years had largely disappeared. For die first time German 
statesmen were treated as honoured guests, and the agree- 
ments of August 1 6 were described by the Prime Minister as 
the first Peace Treaty since the war. 

VII. The Protocol 

England believed in the League, but many Englishmen felt 
that it was only a beginning. In particular the reduction of 
armaments, prescribed by Article VUI of the Covenant and 
urgendy desired for financial reasons, was clearly impracticable 
without guaranteed security, and various projects combining 
the two purposes were hammered out by ingenious brains. 
The first, entided the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, pre- 
pared by Lord Cecil with French help, was presented to the 
Assembly in 1923 by the Temporary Mixed Commission 
which had been appointed to explore disarmament, and there- 
after forwarded to members of the League. It laid down the 
duty of the signatories to reduce their armaments and to 
support each other against aggression in ways to be decided 
by the Council. The general obligation might be supple- 
mented by regional agreements to supply military aid. France, 
the leading champion of the status quo, was its chief patron. 
Belgium and Czechoslovakia gave it their blessing. The other 
sSf s were critical or definitely hostile. The Labour Govern- 
ment, which took office shortly after the presentation ot the 
scheme, rejected it on the ground that it was likely to revive 
the old system of alliances, and was therefore contrary to e 
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spirit of the Covenant, which was based on community of 
interest, not on geographical position. It was also rejected by 

the Dominions and the project was dropped. 

A more elaborate attempt to find security by combining 
disarmament with arbitration was made in the Protocol drafted 
by the Assembly of the League in 1924, and sponsored by 
MacDonald and Herriot. “ Our purpose,” declared, BeneS, 
one of its authors, “ was to make war impossible.” This 
represented a considerable departure from the letter, if not 
the spirit, of the Covenant, which permitted war under certain 
circumstances. Compulsory arbitration in all disputes, juri- 
dical or otherwise, was the essence of the Protocol. Issues of 
legal interpretation were to be settled by the Permanent Court 
of International Justice ; others, where the Council was not 
unanimous, by a Committee of Arbitrators appointed by it. 
A Conference for the reduction of armaments was to be held 
at Geneva in June, 1925, if enough states had ratified the 
Protocol, which was only to become operative if the Conference 
proved a success. The signatories were to work for the intro- 
duction of its provisions into the Covenant. The resolution 
recommending the Protocol to the Governments of the states 
belonging to the League was passed unanimously by the 
Delegations present at the Assembly. Ten countries, including 
France, signed on the spot, and Briand described the adhesion 
of his country as the most memorable event in his career. The 
British Delegation, with a world-wide empire to consider, was 
instructed not to sign ; but Lord Parmoor, its leader, an ardent 
supporter of the scheme, announced that he would recommend 
acceptance. Had the Labour Party remained in office, this 
would doubtless have occurred. The MafcDonald Govern- 
ment was defeated before this elaborate and formidable instru- 
ment could be discussed by the Cabinet or Parliament, and the 
Baldwin Government was called on to determine its fate. In 
an interview with his successor at the Foreign Office, Mac- 
Donald argued that it imposed no new obligations and merely 
rendered previous commitments more precise. Austen 
Chamberlain, however, like most spokesmen of his party as 
well as of the Services, disliked the principle of compulsory 
arbitration and the extended recourse to sanctions which it 
involved ; and the Cabinet, after mature consideration, 
decided to reject it. The Dominions were particularly opposed 
to a plan which appeared to threaten their unfettered control 
of immigration. 



1 78 BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY, 1919-39 

On Match 12, 1925, in a funeral oration drafted by Balfour 
the new Foreign Secretary, Austen Chamberlain, stated the 
reasons to the Council of the League. The chief objection was 
the increase of the liabilities already incurred under the Co- 
venant, despite th? fact that some of the Great Powers were 
outside the League. “ The fresh emphasis laid upon Sanctions 
the new occasions discovered for their employment, the 
elaboration of military procedure insensibly suggest the idea 
that the vital business of the League is not so much to promote 
friendly co-operation and reasoned harmony in the manage- 
ment of international affairs as to preserve peace by org anising 
war, and (it may be) war on the largest scale.” Moreover, 
disarmament would be brought no nearer, for the fear of 
aggression would remain. “ Either some faithless member of 
the League will break its pledges, or some predatory nation 
outside the League will brush the Covenant and Protocol 
ruthlessly aside, defying all the sanctions by which they are 
protected.” The Protocol multiplied offences without 
strengthening remedies. It would be wiser to supplement 
the Covenant by making special arrangements, purely defensive 
in character and framed in its spirit, in order to meet special 
needs. Regional pacts, carefully limited and defined, were 
more likely to be carried out than a scheme of universal 
insurance. The declaration ended with the announcement 
that the Dominions were equally unable to accept the Protocol. 
When the Foreign Secretary sat down the scheme was dead, 
for no comprehensive system could hope to work without 
British support. A few days later, in defending the decision 
in Parliament, Chamberlain revealed the opinion of the experts 
that its obligations would involve the increase of our arma- 
ments. The collapse of the project was deeply deplored hot 
only in League of Nations Union circles at home, but in Paris 
and Geneva, where he was described by a critic as Tbe Ever- 
lasting No. The blow was softened in some degree by the 
fact that a rival plan, more limited in scope and more congenial 
to our empirical temperament, was under consideration by 

the British Government. 

yin. The Sunshine of Locarno 

During the early years of the Weimar Republic German 
statesmen were divided into Easterners and estemers. 
That Germany could not dwell for ever in impotent isolation 
was an axiom, but should she turn towards Moscow or the 
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Western capitals ? Stresemann, who steered the ship from 
1923 till his death in 1929, had no hesitation about the reply. 
By her cultural traditions Germany belonged to the West, 
and most of her people looked down on the Slavs as their 
inferiors. During the war he had been a crude expansionist 
ready for every step thought likely to lead to victory. The 
collapse of his hopes taught him that the youthful Republic 
required different methods from the Hohenzollern Empire in 
the days of its strength. Co-operation with the Western Powers 
and the League seemed the wisest course. He was aware that 
a real rapprochement was impossible without freely accepting 
the loss of Alsace and Lorraine, and he was prepared to pay 

the price. 

On January 20, 1925, Lord D’Abernon, our Ambassador 
at Berlin, forwarded a German Memorandum proposing a 
guarantee of existing frontiers in the West. Austen Chamber- 
lain replied that the overture was premature, and suggested 
that Germany should allay France’s fears by entering the 
League. On February 9 a more detailed German Memo- 
randum was sent to Paris, proposing a pact of peace for a long 
term between England, France, Germany and Italy ; a 
guarantee by the states interested in the Rhineland of the 
lis tin g frontier and the continuance of the demilitarization 
zone ; and treaties of arbitration between Germany and her 
co-signatories. While unable to guarantee her eastern frontiers, 
which she desired to change, she was ready for arbitration 
treaties with Poland and Czechoslovakia. Here were the out- 
lines of the future Locarno treaties, little modified by months 
of discussion. The principle was not a novelty, for in 1922 
the German Government had proposed a pact with France, 
England and Belgium, not to go to war with one another for 
a generation ; but the plan was promptly rejected by Poincar£, 
at that moment about to march into the Ruhr. 

With the defeat of the Bloc National the mood of France 
changed, and Chamberlain realized that if the Protocol was 
rejected we should have to put something in its place. He 
was ready to promise support to France, but knew that such 
a pledge would be vigorously opposed. Public opinion was 
intensely suspicious of any particular undertaking, he wrote 
to Lord Crewe, our Ambassador at Paris, on February 16, 
1925 ; both the Liberal and Labour Parties were ready for 
a fight at the first indication that he was contemplating a 
regional pact, and the League of Nations Union disapproved 
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partial arrangements. “ Yet I am firmly convinced that the 
true line of progress is to proceed from the particular to the 
general, and not, as has hitherto been embodied in Covenant 
and Protocol, to reverse the process and attempt to eliminate 
the particular by the general. A form of guarantee which is 
so general that we undertake exactly the same obligations in 
defence, shall I say, of the Polish Corridor (for which no 
British Government ever will or ever can risk the bones of a 
British Grenadier) as we extend to those international arrange- 
ments or conditions on which, as our history shows, our 
national existence depends, is a guarantee so wide and general 
that it carries no conviction whatever and gives no sense of 
security to those who are concerned in our action. If we are 
to relieve the tension of Europe in the only way in which it 
can be done, namely by relieving French fear, a more particular 
and specific guarantee is in my opinion necessary.” A guar- 
antee of the eastern frontiers of France and Belgium, he con- 
tinued, would be much more practical if Germany joined in it. 

In the same speech of March 24 in which the Foreign 
Secretary explained to Parliament the rejection of the Protocol 
he outlined the proposals which were to lead to the Locarno 
Pact. Of the sincerity of the German approach he had no 
doubt. A bilateral guarantee of the status quo in the West and 
a renunciation of war in the East might banish the threatening 
atmosphere which had endured ever since the Treaty of 
Versailles. It was essential to such an agreement that Germany 
should enter the League and the Council on a footing of 
equality both of obligations and rights. At Birmingham he 
spoke even more warmly of the German approach. Europe 
was racked by fear. Alliances among the friends of yesterday 
against the enemies of yesterday would merely perpetuate the 
division. We could not give such a guarantee regarding 
every threatened frontier. Isolation, he further explained in 
the House on June 24, was impossible, and general commit- 
ments extending the Covenant were undesirable. Here was a 
new opportunity, perhaps the last, to free Europe from the 
domination of fear. The German initiative had received a 
most friendly response from France. The plan caused no one 
anxiety, and even the preliminary exchange of views had eased 
the situation. Only if England co-operated could the plan 
on which the peace of the world depended be brought to 

A good deal of discussion was necessary to settle details, 
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for suspicions lingered both in France and Germany. The 
election of Hindenburg as President produced a tremor of 
anxiety, and an unsuccessful demand from Berlin that the 
question of war guilt must first be settled provoked annoyance. 
Without the tact and perseverance of Chamberlain and 
D’Abernon the project might have been wrecked. The final 
arrangements for the conference were made when the British, 
French, Italian and Belgian Ministers met at Geneva in Sep- 
tember, and Locarno was chosen to suit Mussolini’s conveni- 
ence. The meeting opened on October j and the agreements 
were initialled on October 16. A German attempt to raise the 
question of evacuation and reparations endangered the 
negotiations till it was abandoned by Stresemann. The treaty 
was signed in London on December 1, 1925, in what was 
henceforth known as the Locarno room. 

A long letter from Chamberlain to Sir William Tyrrell, 
Permanent Under-Secretary of the Foreign Office, vividly 
describes the closing phase of the negotiations. “The 
wonderful week is over. I have lived such days and celebrated 
such a birthday as it is given to no man to experience twice. 

. . . Beyond and above all else is my sense of profound thank- 
fulness for the success attained and the way in which it was 
attained, and my deep gratitude that I was allowed to take part 
in it. Next comes my wonder at the simplicity of it all. . . . 
Once the policy was accepted, each step followed the other as 
of course.” Briand took Mrs. Chamberlain’s hands in his and, 
with tears in his eyes, repeated again and again, “Ah y sans lui 
je ne I'aurais jamais tenti.” Next moment Mussolini caught 
her hand and covered it with kisses. It was the supreme 
moment of Austen Chamberlain’s career. To-day the sunshine 
of Locarno seems merely a dim memory, but at the time we 
welcomed its rays with gratitude and relief. The treaty, 
declared the Foreign Secretary in Parliament on November 18, 
was not the end of appeasement but the beginning. It marked 
a turning point in the history of Europe, perhaps in the history 
of the world. 

The work of the Conference was enshrined in eight treaties. 
We participated only in the guarantee of the Franco-German 
and Belgo-German frontiers against aggression, popularly 
known as the Locarno Pact, between England, France, 
Germany, Belgium and Italy. Germany, France, Belgium, 
Poland and Czechoslovakia undertook to settle all disputes by 
arbitration. England and Italy undertook no responsibilities 
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in Eastern Europe, but France concluded treaties of mutual 
guarantee with Poland and Czechoslovakia. The Council of 
the League was to decide whether the casus foederis arose 
except when unprovoked aggression rendered immediate 
action necessary. In defending his handiwork Chamberlain 
claimed that the treaty threatened nobody and was based on 
the principle of equality, England and Italy undertaking the 
same obligations to Germany as to France and Belgium. All 
the agreements harmonized with the spirit and reinforced 
the authority of the League. The British Government 
avoided automatic belligerence as it retained the right to 
decide whether immediate danger had arisen. 

The essence of the transaction was the unforced recognition 
by Germany that Alsace and Lorraine had passed into the 
permanent keeping of France. The existing frontiers between 
France and Germany, and Belgium and Germany, were 
accepted by all three states, and were guaranteed by Great 
Britain and Italy. We bound ourselves to assist either France 
or Germany against the unprovoked aggression of the other : 
what constituted aggression was to be decided by the guaran- 
tors. The treaty had no time limit, but it contemplated the 
ultimate transfer of the responsibility for the status quo to the 
League. On paper it was the most onerous burden we ever 
assumed, for it hypothetically pledged us to intervene in 
another terrible struggle. Moreover, it contained no reference 
to the reduction of armaments. France gave us no reciprocal 
guarantee against German aggression, and the Dominions 
declined to share the burden. Yet the pact was acclaimed by 
British opinion, which realized that it rendered another 
Franco-German conflict more improbable. It had often been 
argued that the world war would have been avoided had 
Vienna and Berlin felt certain that we should intervene if 
France were attacked. This uncertainty was now removed. 
Thus the treaty obligation seemed to most Englishmen to 
diminish rather than to augment our risks, for the absence 
of such a commitment in no way ensured our neutrality. It 
was indeed almost an axiom that we should once again stand 
by France if she were attacked, in accordance with the principle 

that her overthrow would endanger our safety. 

If the acceptance of definite obligations in Western Europe 
was applauded by British opinion as a whole, the refusal to 
extend our responsibilities was equally approved. It was 
natural that Poles and Frenchmen, united by a fear of wha 
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Germany might do when she recovered her strength, should 
urge us to guarantee the western frontier of Poland as we 
guaranteed die eastern frontiers of France and Belgium. * 
was equally natural that we should decline. Poland was 
farther away, and she meant far less to the man in the street 
the ultimate arbiter of British policy — than France and Belgium. 
Secondly Germany seemed resigned to her losses in the west 
but not in the cast. It is true that she signed arbitration 
treaties with Poland and Czechoslovakia and pledged herself 
not to attempt to change die Polish frontier by force ; but 
there was no renunciation of claims in the treaty, and no 
thought of it in German hearts. Thirdly our armaments were 
too s g mall to cover extended liabilities. Our policy may be 
summarized in a sentence : we underwrote an accepted frontier, 
and refused to uphold one which was not agreed. Even with 
this important limitation die stabilizing influence of the treaty 
was generally recognized. It was widely believed that the 
hfl trhpf was buried at last. Painlev6, die eminent French 
statesman, once declared that the reconciliation of France and 
Germany was the comer-stone of European civilization. He 
wSTht, and it seemed as if the miracle had been achieved. 
Our apprehensions had been removed by the surrender or 
the German fleet. French anxieties were relieved by the 
renunciation of Alsace-Lorraine, though Briand s enthu sias m 
was never shared by the majority of his countrymen, \what 
was left to trouble the peace of Western Europe when Great 

Britain, France and Germany marched in step ? 

It was a fail* prospect, all the more reassuring since the 

treaty was only to become operative when Germany entered 
the League. This she desired to do, and France was at last 
willing to welcome her approach. She would have come in 
when the League was founded, as large sections of British 
and American opinion desired, had she been allowed ; but 
French sentiment had been too embittered. In the closing 
months of his rule Mr. Lloyd George privately tried to open 
the door, but the French replied that it was premature. During 
the occupation of the Ruhr no Gentian would have dreamed 
of joining a body largely dominated by France. Now, after 
the fall of Poincard, after the withdrawal from the Ruhr, after 
the acceptance of the Dawes plan, it was possible to enter 
without loss of dignity. 

Before the outward process of reconciliation was completed 
a deplorable hitch occurred. Germany, it was well understood. 
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would join on the same terms as other Great Powers, namely 
as a permanent member of the Council ; and she naturally 
took it for granted that she would enter that select circle alone. 
When, however, at a special meeting of the Assembly called 
for the entry of Germany the question came up in the spring 
of 1926, Brazil audaciously announced that if she were refused 
she would veto Germany’s election. Her claim was rejected 
and she withdrew from the League. Briand favoured the 
addition of Poland and Chamberlain leaned to Spain. To 
cheapen membership of the Council at the moment of Ger- 
many’s entry by adding, as permanent members, states not 
recognized as Great Powers was hardly playing the game, and 
France’s patronage of Poland looked as if she desired a make- 
weight against the new German element. The difficulty, which 
ought never to have arisen, was momentarily overcome by 
the appointment of a committee to consider the whole ques- 
tion. British public opinion had shown sounder judgment 
than the Foreign Secretary. Germany postponed the final 
step till the Assembly in September, when she alone became 
a permanent member of the Council, the claims of her rivals 
being partially satisfied by the creation of a new class of semi- 
permanent members. The most memorable day in the life of 
the League was that on which Stresemann mounted the 
platform and Briand welcomed Germany to Geneva, pro- 
claiming with incomparable eloquence that both countries 
had had enough of military glory and could now co-operate 
in the tasks of peace. During a pleasant informal lunch at 
Thoiry on September 17 the two statesmen discussed further 
possibilities, including the evacuation of the Rhineland and 
the Saar in return for a quicker flow of reparations. Had the 
Thoiry programme been carried out or the Thoiry spirit pre- 
served, perhaps Weimar Germany might have survived. 

IX. The Pact of Paris 

With Germany at Geneva and the sunshine of Locarno 
overhead Chamberlain’s ambitions for the organization of 
peace were fulfilled. “ My policy in regard to the League,” 
he wrote in January, 1927, “is to let it develop slowly and 
naturally, to avoid radical changes and ambitious attempts to 
recast its constitution, to pray that it may not have to face a 
great crisis until it is much more firmly established, but mean- 
while to try to keep the four Great Powers of Europe together, 
for if they are in agreement no great trouble is to be expected. 
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While the Foreign Secretary was thoroughly rsngusn m 
cautious empiricism more adventurous minds were thin g 
out lines of advance. How could the breathing space following 
the world war be used to construct new barriers against 
another catastrophe ? The idea of Locarno had come from 
Germany. The next scene was laid in America. 

Two years after the entrance of Germany into the League, 
the signing of the Pact of Paris afforded fresh evidence of the 
desire to banish the spectre of war. The schemes of 1923 and 
1024 had been scrapped, and the vacuum they attempted to 
fill remained. On April 6, 1927, the tenth anniversary of the 
entry of the United States into the struggle, Bnand proposed 
to the American people a mutual engagement to outlaw war 
for a hundred years. Since the renunciation of war as an 
instrument of national policy was already familiar from the 
Covenant and the Locarno Pact it attracted little notice, and 
indeed such a declaration of confidence and goodwill on the 
part of two old friends would have been scarcely more than 
a beau teste. Professor Murray Butler urged acceptance in a 
letter in the New York Times of April 25, and Professor 
Shotwell of Columbia drafted an unofficial treaty to which 
any country could adhere. Why should not all states renounce 
war, not only for a century but for ever ? The Quai d’Orsay 
was* not enamoured of the proposed extension, and on June 
3 it formally suggested a treaty of peace, between France and 
the United States. After a long delay, during which American 
opinion was being tested, Kellogg replied on December 28, 
proposing that all states should renounce war as an instrument 
of national policy. Briand accepted the invitation to join the 
United States in presenting a draft treaty after signing it them- 
selves. The American project, however, so different from 
Briand’s original offer, aroused no enthusiasm among the 
French, who feared the weakening of existing obligations and 

deplored the absence of sanctions. 

Apprehensions were diminished by Kellogg’s formal 
declaration in an address to the American Society of Inter- 
national Law on April 28 that the signatories were not debarred 
from the right to defend themselves against unprovoked attack. 
Any violation of the pact, he added, would automatically 
release the other parties from their obligations to the treaty- 
breaking state. This merely stated what everyone took for 
granted, and since it is the practice of belligerents to assert 
that they are fighting in self-defence, the reservation reduced 
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the renunciation of war to the level of a copy-book m a -n m 
Its scope was further limited by the British reply. Chamberlain! 
who felt no enthusiasm for the plan, explained that he could 
accept no treaty which would weaken the Covenant and the 
Locarno pact. The request was made that the Kellogg speech 
reserving the right of self-defence, should have the same 
authority as the treaty. Finally, freedom of action was reserved 
“ in certain regions the welfare and integrity of which con- 
stitute a special and vital interest for our peace and safety. 
H.M.G. have been at pains to make it clear in the past that 
interference with these regions cannot be suffered. Their 
protection against attack is to the British Empire a measure of 
self-defence. No details of what was popularly described as 
the British Monroe Doctrine were given, but the reference to 
Egypt was clear enough. 

The Pact signed on August 27, 1928, aroused more interest 
in America than in Europe, where the absence of teeth was 
felt to destroy its value as a practical deterrent from war. If 
a signatory broke his pledge, was he to be restrained and his 
victim assisted ? To this vital question it offered no reply. 
England, like nearly all her co-signatories, had assumed 
obligations under the Covenant. The United States had not, 
and they displayed no desire to mix themselves up in a quarrel 
of the old world. The feeling that the pact was like an outline 
map prompted Mr. Stimson, Kellogg’s successor as Secretary 
of State, to declare in 1932, with his eye on Japan, that it 
involved consultation between the signatories if a state ran 
amok. This, however, was merely a personal opinion, and the 
pact was contemptuously ignored by Japan, Italy, Germany 
and Russia during the next few years. If ever an international 
agreement deserved the name of a scrap of paper, it was the 
Pact of Paris. The British Delegation at the Assembly of 
1929 proposed that its principle should be worked into the 
Covenant ; but the discussion of the proposed amendments 
was postponed till 1930, when opposition from several 

countries led to the dropping of the plan. 

The Pact was followed a year later by the decision of the 
second Labour Government to sign the Optional Clause of 
the statute creating the Permanent Court of International 
Justice at the Hague. A few countries, including France, had 
already signed, but France had not ratified. Though important 
cases had been referred to the Court with satisfactory results, 
there was no obligation to employ its services except for states 
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Which voluntarily accepted them in 

Donald announced die decision to sign the Optional Clause 
in the Assembly of 1929, °dier states, large and small, came 
trooping in. In our own case the burden of obligation was 
diminished by the reservation of domestic and mter-Impenal 
questions. Moreover, signatories of the Optional Clause 
pledged themselves only to the submission of legal or treaty 
disputes. Since many of the most inflammable problems are 
not matters of legal interpretation, the British Government 
also acceded in 1931 to the General Act for the Pacific Settle- 
ment of International Disputes, providing machinery tor 
conciliation in cases not of a juridical character, approved by 
the League Assembly in 1 928 . Briand’s scheme for a European 
federation, outlined at the Assembly of 1929, provoked a good 
deal of discussion but was tacitly dropped ; for the states 
and peoples had too little confidence in one another to co- 
operate systematically in great affairs. 


X. The End of Recovery 

The history of post-war Europe falls into three chapters. 
The first, extending from 1 9 1 ® to the defeat of the Bloc 
National in 1924, was a period of confusion and anxiety. The 
second, also covering six years, beginning with the withdrawal 
from the Ruhr and the framing of the Dawes Report, was a 
time of convalescence. The three Foreign Ministers Austen 
Chamberlain, Briand and Stresemann— liked and trusted one 
another, convinced as they were that friendly relations between 
their nations were essential to the recovery of Europe ; and 
Arthur Henderson carried on the tradition of intimate co- 
operation. Further welcome signs of a dittntt were apparent 
when the Dawes Plan was superseded by the Young Plan in 
1929, slightly reducing the annual burden of reparations and 
creating a Bank of International Settlement at Basel. The 
armies of occupation, it was agreed, were to evacuate the 
Rhineland by the summer of 1930. The territory had been 
divided into three zones, which, subject to the fulfilment of 
her obligations by Germany, were to be successively evacuated 
at intervals of five years, dating from the coming into opera- 
tion of the treaty in January, 1920. The Cologne zone was 
handed back in 1926, one year after the scheduled time. The 
Coblenz zone was due for evacuation in June, 1930, kut when 
the date arrived the Mainz zone was also returned* When 
Hitler declares that Germany was trampled underfoot till he 
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came to power, it should be remembered that the army of 
occupation marched away while Briining was at the helm and 
that reparations were dropped in 1932. Yet opportunities of 
further appeasement were lost. The vision of a lasting re- 
conciliation between France and Germany symbolized by the 
name of Thoiry had failed to materialize. 

The third chapter opened with the Reichstag elections of 
September, 1930, when the total of the Nazi representatives 
jumped from 12 to 107. The march of Hitler towards his goal 
was a portent, and the last gleams of the sunshine of Locarno 
were swept away. In Mein Kampf he had described France as 
the deadly enemy who must be struck down before the con- 
quest of the east could begin. In the Nazi gospel of national 
resurrection there was no place for the League. The structure 
of security so laboriously erected at Locarno and Geneva 
seemed tottering to its fall. Briining remained in the Wilhelm- 
strasse with his small and precarious majority, but how long 
would he last ? Everyone realized that the Nazi triumph was 
partly due to the renewed distress generated by the bursting 
of the American bubble in October, 1929. But its main cause 
was a new spirit of self-confidence and self-assertion. Though 
France was the party chiefly concerned. Great Britain, as die 
friend of France, could not look on unmoved. It was obvious 
that stormy weather was ahead. Two of the pilots had gone 
— Stresemann by death in 1929, Austen Chamberlain as the 
victim of the General Election of the same year. Only the 
ailing Briand remained, the mere ghost of his former self ; 
and by this time the average Frenchman had ceased to believe 
in the policy of appeasement. 

XI. Aggression in the Far East 

A year after the emergence of Hitler a resounding blow was 
struck at the League and the principles of friendly co-operation 
for which it stood. On September 18, i93*> Japanese troops 
in Manchuria occupied Mukden on the pretext that the railway 
had been cut : probably they had done it themselves. In any 
case it was the occasion, not the cause, of the seizure of 
Manchuria, for which elaborate preparations had been made. 
The Nankin Government was too weak to defend its distant 
possession, and none of the Powers was inclined to intervene. 
The League appointed a Commission of five, with Lord Lytton 
as Chairman, to investigate ; but its members only readied 
the Far East in January, 1932, and by the time it reported in 
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the following September the whole of Manchuria was in the 
hands of the aggressor. The measured condemnation by the 
Lytton Report was confirmed by a unanimous vote of th 
Assembly, and the breaker of the Covenant resigned. No 
state, however, proposed either military or economic sangions, 
and the League merely refused to recognize changes enecte 

in violation of treaty obligations. . r 

Though British opinion was shocked at the action ot a 

Power which was not only an original member of the League 
but a permanent member of the Council, the Coalition Go vern- 
ment formed in the autumn of 1931 played for safety. Japan 
had broken the Covenant, the Washington Nine-Power 
Treaty, and the Pact of Paris ; yet it was generally agreed that 
nothing could be done without the co-operation of the U mtea 
States, whose commercial relations with Japan were more 
important than ours. Nowhere was greater sympathy felt tor 
the reforming efforts of Young China than in America. Mr. 
Stimson took the lead in the policy of non-recognition o 
illegal conquests which was followed at Geneva, but even he 
felt unable to do more. Everyone knew that a world-wide 
boycott of Japan’s exports would have crippled her power 
and perhaps rescued Manchuria from her grip j but it might 
also have led her to hit back, and no Power was willing to run 
the risk of war against a nation so inaccessible and so strong. 
Sir John Simon was sharply criticized in various quarters for 
his cool acceptance of a gross breach of the Covenant and Mr. 
Stimson was disappointed at his attitude ; yet most Englishmen 
agreed that we could do nothing effective if America declined 
to move. Inaction, however, while avoiding danger at the 
moment, was bound to increase the perils of the future by 
encouraging aggression elsewhere. The alternative to col- 
lective security is anarchy. The unopposed seizure of Man- 
churia opened a new and sinister chapter in the history of Asia, 
Africa and Europe. The lull which followed the Great War 
was over. The League was powerless, for its members de- 
clined to play up. The world was becoming safe for aggressors 
provided that the victim was weak ; and neutrals, greedy for 
orders, were only too ready to supply the munitions and 
materials needed for the success of a criminal enterprise. 

XTT. Disarmament and Reparations 

A third blow to recovery was struck by the fiasco of the 
D isarmame nt Conference. Years of preliminary discussion 
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in the Preparatory Commission appointed by the Council of 
the League in 1925 had done little more than reveal the 
difficulties in the path ; and the meeting had been postponed 
again and again in the hope of securing some measure of 
agreement. Meanwhile progress was registered in one 
portion of the vast field. A second naval conference, initia te d 
like that of 1922 by the United States, met at Geneva in 1927 
for the purpose of filling the gap left in the W ashing ton treaty, 
which dealt with capital ships and aircraft carriers. The 
problem of cruisers, destroyers and submarines remained and 
proved insoluble. The prospects of the meeting were dark- 
ened by the refusal of France and Italy to attend on the ground 
that naval disarmament could not be discussed alone. To 
the general astonishment England and the United States found 
themselves divided by an unbridgeable gulf. Parity in 
tonnage, which was accepted by both parties, was not neces- 
sarily parity in fighting strength. Our world wide empire and 
commerce, we argued, required a large number of medium 
and small cruisers. American interests, declared her spokes- 
men, needed a relatively small number of large and heavily 
armed cruisers. To this demand we refused to consent. The 
Conference, in which Japan had played a helpful part, broke 
down, and Lord Cecil, the second British delegate, resigned 
from the Cabinet in protest against die stiff attitude of his 
colleagues in regard to American claims. 

The return of the Labour Party to office in 1929 and a visit 
to Washington by Ramsay MacDonald facilitated the partial 
success of the third Naval Conference which met in London 
in January, 1930. This time France and Italy took part, but 
the former refused to accept the parity with Italy in smaller 
vessels which she had admitted in 1922 in regard to capital 
ships. Japanese claims were also less modest than at Washing- 
ton and Geneva, and her ratio, so far as cruisers were concerned, 
was raised. England and the United States bridged the gulf 
which had sundered them in 1927 by the reduction of our 
cruiser demands from seventy to fifty. The treaty, which was 
to run till the last day of 1936, was signed on April 27. A 
naval holiday for five years in the construction of capital ships 
was accepted by all the five Powers, and submarines were 
limited in size and armament. Part III, limiting the global 
tonnage of cruisers, destroyers and submarines, . was oot 
signed by France and Italy, who proposed to continue their 
discussions. Agreement between them was almost in sig t 
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in March 1931, but at the last moment new difficulties arose 

and negotiations broke down. r 

On February 2, 1932, the Disarmament ^ n ^® ren » 

attended by sixty-one states, opened at Geneva, with Henderson 
in the chair. Looking back on its failure we may regret ffiat 
none of the Great Powers took a strong line at die start. 
The success of the Washington Naval Conference bad been 
largely due to the leadership of Mr. Hughes, who produad 
his* scheme on the opening day and identified it with the 
prestige of the United States. He was, of course, the host, 
and at Geneva there could be no host. It is none the less 
deplorable that the British Delegation failed to give a firmer 
IfflV j and that some of its concessions were held back tin 
enthusiasm had waned and die broad principle of reduction 
had been smothered beneath the arguments of experts. 
During the first six months the two Great Powers who 
appeared most anxious for results were Italy, who announced 
her readiness to accept any limitation acceptable to the rest, 
and the United States, whose President unsuccessfully pro- 
posed a clean cut of a third over the whole field. 

When the Conference adjourned in the summer of 1932 
the psychological moment had passed. Germany was rapidly 
recovering her strength, and could no longer be controlled or 
iemirecL Exasperated by the fruitless &lk at Geneva she 
withdrew her Delegation, but was wooed bade at the end of 
the year by a formula recognizing her equality of status in 
the matter of armaments in a system of general security. 
The session of 1933 was as barren as that of 1932, and in the 
autumn Hitler, who had become Chancellor on January 30, 
flung out of the Conference and resigned from the League. 
Failure had been partially due to the undeniable technical 
di Badtics arising out of the claims of states with different 
problems to face. The deeper reason was the terror (felt not 
only by the expert but by the man in the street) of embarking 
on uncharted seas, the fear of each that others might not keep 
their word, the traditional conviction that safety could only 
be found in superior strength. Of a real desire to achieve 
disarmament for its own sake,” declares General Temperley, 
the British Military Adviser, “ I could see no sign anywhere, 
because they were afraid.” It was natural enough, though 
none die less fatal to success, that the victorious Powers, with 
France and Great Britain at their head, should desire to retain 
their superiority. It was equally natural that the defeated 
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Powers should yearn to escape from the servitudes imposed 
upon them in the peace treaties. Hitler, for instance, insisted 
on a short-term army of 300,000. Here was the fundamental 
cause of the collapse of the efforts for the reduction of a rm a . 
ments and the stabilization of Europe — the sleepless antagonism 
between the beneficiaries and the victims of the status quo. 
When Barthou, distrusting Hitler’s sincerity and alarmed by 
his armament estimates, broke off discussions with Germany 
in April, 1934, the Conference was dead. 

While the attempt at disarmament was in progress, repara- 
tions were virtually wiped off the slate. The American blizzard 
had interrupted the economic recovery of Germany, whose 
inability to pay the sums due under the Young Plan was 
proclaimed by Briining in 1931 and confirmed by the newly 
instituted Bank of International Settlement at Basel at the end 
of the year. When the parties concerned met at Lausanne in 
June 1932 under the chairmanship of MacDonald, reparation 
payments were cancelled, except that Germany made herself 
responsible for interest and sinking fund on 150 million^ to 
be raised in certain circumstances after three years by the Basel 
Bank. Ratification of this paper sacrifice by the creditor Powers 
was made conditional on a settlement between them and their 
own creditors in the United States. Such an arrangement, 
however, proved unattainable. Congress declined to cancel 
or reduce the vast sums due from Europe, and the debtor 
states were unable to provide or at any rate to transfer their 
payments in full. England was ready for a deal, and Mac- 
Donald visited Washington to discuss the problem, but there 
was no response. We made one more half-yearly payment, 
followed by one or two token payments. The rest was silence. 
The whole crazy structure of reparations and inter-allied debts, 
the exis tence of which had impeded recovery, had collapsed. 
By this time, however, the world was too sick to be cured or 
even sensibly relieved by the removal of these burdens ; and 
the Monetary and Economic Conference held in London in 
June 1933, attended by sixty-four countries, broke down on 
the refusal of the United States to consider currency stabiliza- 


tion. 


The same summer witnessed a fresh attempt to stabilize 
Europe by a political pact. Mussolini had realized earlier 
than most statesmen of the victorious Powers that Geimany 
could no longer be dictated to or ignored, and that the peaee 
treaties, like other settlements, were not sacrosanct. He ha 
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also ambitions of his own, and he disapproved me claims 01 
the smaller Powers in the League to share in the control of 
affairs. Since the end of the war the Continent had been guide 
mainly by Great Britain, France and Italy. Why should not 
Germany^ now be added to the firm ? And why should not the 
four Great Powers consider in a friendly way the ckims for 
revision which inevitably arise after a dictated peace . It was 
impossible for Great Britain and France to decline, for the 
latter feared a rapprochement between Rome and Berlin it 
she stood aloof. The Italian draft handed to MacDonald and 
Sir John Simon during a visit to Rome in March in connection 
with the dying Disarmament Conference envisaged co-opera- 
tion of the four Powers who should impose their policy on 
other States ; revision of treaties ; equality of military rights 
for Germany if the Disarmament Conference broke down ; 
and colonial readjustments in favour of Italy and Germany, 
•phe Foreign Secretary told his host that some amendments 
were desirable, among them a recognition of the sanctity of 
treaties, and indeed the scheme was full of explosive matter. 
The spectre of revision alarmed not merely France, who 
pressed for modifications, but Poland, who angrily resented 
her exclusion from the negotiations, and the Little Entente. 
So shrill were the protests of Bene§ and Titulescu that revision 
dropped out of the programme. The anaemic Four Power 
Pact for ten years was initialled in Rome on June 7> 1 933* l* 1 
a covering despatch Sir John Simon explained that it was not 
to be regarded as a substitute for or as set in opposition to 
the Covenant, nor as an attempt to impose the will of the four 
signatories on other states. The new machinery was to 
operate within the ambit of the Covenant and did not imply 
any extension of our obligations. The pact was never ratified 
and was forgotten as quickly as made. Two of its signatories 
were shortly to show how little they were inclined to consult 
their partners when far-reaching decisions were to be framed. 
Yet it was not without importance. It marked a further step 
towards Germany’s recovery of status, loosened the ties 
between Paris and Warsaw, emphasized afresh the difficulty of 
territorial revision, and wounded its author’s pride. Small 
concessions, it was clear, would be useless, and substantial 
sacrifices nobody was prepared to make. The problem of 
peaceful change seemed insoluble. 
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Xm. England and Germany Rearm 

The year 1935 opened under relatively favourable auspices. 
Russia had entered the League with the approval of England 
and France ; the tension between Jugoslavia and Hungary 
arising out of the murder of King Alexander at Marseilles had 
been allayed by its good offices ; and the dangers involved 
in the Saar plebiscite, after fifteen years of separation from 
Germany, were averted by the timely despatch of British and 
other disinterested troops to the district with the approval 
of all parties concerned. In the first week of the new year Laval 
visited Rome, and the ill-will between the Latin sisters which 
had existed since the close of the war was par tiall y dispelled. 
The reconciliation embodied in the colonial agreements of 
January 8, implementing the promise to Italy made in 191 5, 
was welcomed by Great Britain, the friend of both, for its 
relation to the Abyssinian problem was still obscure. 

At the beginning of February Laval visited London, and the 
results of the discussions were embodied in the Anglo-French 
Declaration of February 3 . The two Powers sketched out a 
plan for the further stabilization of Europe on the basis of 
three regional pacts. A West European Air Pact of mutual 
assistance was to be made by the Locarno Powers — Great 
Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Belgium. The Locarno 
Treaty pledged us to join France or Germany in resisting 
unprovoked aggression, but neither Power gave a correspond- 
ing pledge to us. The proposal was thus a reiteration and 
extension of the Locarno policy, equalizing obligations in the 
particular field where the danger had rapidly grown. The 
second plan, originally suggested by Barthou in June 1934 
and popularly known as an Eastern Locarno, contemplated 
a mutual guarantee of the existing frontiers between Russia, 
Poland, Germany, Czechoslovakia, Finland and the Baltic 
States (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania). A third project was 
designed to secure the independence and integrity of Austria, 
which on two occasions in 1934 the British Government had 
formally declared a principle of British policy. To spare her 
pride, and to facilitate acceptance of the obligation in certain 
quarters, the Pact generalized the promise of non-interference 
to include other Danubian lands which were not on the danger 
list. Here was a bold and comprehensive scheme sponsored 
by the Western democracies with the approval of Italy and 
Russia. Great Britain only contemplated signature of the 
first, since she was neither an East European nor a Central 



FOREIGN 


195 


European Power, but they were intended ^ be take^as a 
whole. The fate of the project depended on Germany, whos 

signature was desired for all three. All roa s 

Berlin. Hitler indicated that he would gladly sign the Western 

Air Pact ; that he was ready for pacts of non ‘*Sf^° 
in Eastern Europe (except in regard to Lithuania, the owner 
of Memel), though not for a military guarantee ; 1 md to in 

regard to Austria the meaning of non-intervention must be 
defined. Thus the Anglo-French scheme vanished almost as 
soon as it was bom. Its essence, but also its weakness, was 

its comprehensive character ; and it came too late. 

Hitler’s ready acceptance of an Air Pact tempered is- 
appointment at his attitude to the other items, and an invita- 
tion to Sir John Simon to visit Berlin for discussion was 
promptly accepted ; but before it was paid two events occurred 
which revived the suspicion of both sides. On March 4 an 
argumentative White Paper, initialled by MacDonald and 
dated March 1, called attention to Germany s illegal rearma- 
ment, deplored the failure of what was described as our policy 

* r . _ _ 1 fLa HpriClAfl in the 

of unilateral disarn 





name ot national ana imperial security, to increase ex 
on the three Defence Services. In a passage angrily resented 
in Germany, attention was called to the systematic militariza- 
tion of youth practised by the Nazi party as an element in the 
general feeling of insecurity. The White Paper was not 
without its critics at home, and the moment chosen for publica- 
tion was unfortunate. It was asserted by Liberal and Labour 
spokesmen that opportunities for agreed limitation had been 
lost at Geneva, and that our participation in the renewed 
armament race was more likely to intensify than to diminish 
the peril. Whatever may be thought of its tone and wording, 
it reflected a widespread conviction that the prospect of the 
maintenance of peace had diminished. The first note 0 
alarm had already been struck in the previous year when a 
large increase in our air force was announced, and Mr. Baldwin 

declared in memorable words on July ^o, i 934 > *b at °^ r 
frontier was no longer on the chalk cliffs of Dover but on the 
Rhine. Our rearmament had begun at last, though its tempo 
was slow, and the Opposition continued to resist it till the 
summer of 1938. It was a serious error not to utilize the 
dynamic energy of Mr* Churchill in preparing for the worst. 

It was now Hitler’s turn to contribute to the general malaise. 
On March 16, 1035, the German Government announced the 
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restoration of conscription involving an increase of the 

Reichswehr to thirty-six divisions and about jj 0,000 men. 

It had passed the treaty limit of 100,000 before the Nazi 

revolution, but no one had expected such a colossal jump 

That Germany would sooner or later recover her strength as 

France had renewed herself after Sedan, was an axiom. Great 

Powers cannot be kept down for very long, and the more they 

are trampled on the more vigorous will be their rebound. 

Since it was also revealed by Goring on March 10 that Germany 

had within the last year created a formidable air force, and the 

intention was announced to build submarines and enlarge the 

navy, it was realized that she was on her legs again. Sir John 

Simon returned from his visit to Berlin on March 24-2 5 with 

increased apprehension, and confessed to Parliament that 

“considerable divergence of opinion” was revealed. In 

addition to a conscript army Hitler contemplated a navy 

35 per cent, of our own, and air parity between Germany 
England and France. 

The three Western Powers drew closer together in alarm, 
and on April 9th it was announced that France and Russia 
were about to sign a mutual assistance pact. France demanded 
a special meeting of the League Council. Germany had 
recovered her strength : what use would she make of it ? 
She had broken the military clauses of the Treaty of Versailles : 
which would she break next ? The purpose of the Stresa 
meeting, April 1 1-1 4, attended by England, France and Italy, 
was to prepare the ground for the Council. The breach of the 
treaty was condemned and it was resolved to register a 
formal rebuke at Geneva. The second main topic was the in- 
dependence of Austria, which had been so nearly overthrown 
on July 2 j, 1934* when Dollfuss was murdered by Austrian 
Nazis. No military guarantee was undertaken, but the three 
Powers reiterated their attachment to the principle of Austrian 
independence. “ The three Powers,” ran the Final Declara- 
tion, “ the object of whose policy is the collective maintenance 
of peace within the framework of the League of Nations, find 
themselves in complete agreement in opposing by all practic- 
able means any unilateral repudiation of treaties which may 
endanger the peace of Europe, and will act in close and cordial 
collaboration for this purpose.” Here was the charter of the 
Stresa front. A few days later the Council of the League 
solemnly censured the German Government, Denmark alone 
abstaining ; but no further action was taken, and Germany 
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contested the fight of her accusers to act as j udges . The strength 
of the Western Powers was enhanced by the conclusion or 
mutual assistance pacts by Russia with France on May 2 and 
with Czechoslovakia on May 16. Looking around Europe in 
the early summer of 1935 it seemed that, whatever danger 
the new Germany might present, there were ample means to 
cope with it. For the first time since 1917 Great Britain, 
France, Italy and Russia appeared to be marching in step, and 
the sympathies of the Little Entente were not in doubt. 
Germany stood alone, though, since the Ten Year Pact of Peace 
and non-aggression of January 1934, Poland was no longer 
reckoned with certainty among her potential foes. Yet this 
appearance of solidarity was an illusion, and in a few months 

the whole landscape was transformed. 

The Stresa front was quickly dented by a thrust from an 
unexpected quarter. Germany had passed the stage of weak- 
ness in which her policy could be controlled by her conquerors, 
and British statesmen no longer made the attempt. Her 
equality of status within a system of general security had been 
recognized in 1932 ; and though in 193 5 security for all seemed 
further away than ever, her new position had come to be 
tacitly accepted by the average Englishman without waiting 
for the fulfilment of the qualifying condition. When the 
naval clauses of the Treaty of Versailles went the way of the 
military and air limitations, we felt a tremor of apprehension 
and joined in the Geneva protest, but it was clear that we had 
to make the best of a bad job. Accordingly, when the German 
Government proposed to adopt a naval strength of a little more 
than a third of our own, we promptly concurred. Refusal 
would have renewed the rivalry and revived the alarms of the 
pre-war era. It was generally agreed that the British Govern- 
ment had no choice ; for the totals — 3 5 per cent, of British 
strength, with the right to equality in submarines, though 
Germany promised not to exceed 45 per cent, without notice — 
were as favourable as we could expect. Moreover, since the 
size of the German fleet depended on that of our own, we 
could keep it at a low level if our partner in the pact kept her 
word. 

Though the practical advantages of the agreement were 
obvious in Whitehall, it aroused surprise and resentment 
abroad. France was informed of what was taking place, but 
there was no question of effective consultation or sharing in 
the pact. To the logical French mind it was a paradox that in 
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April the British Government joined in the Geneva censure 
of the treaty-breaker, and that in June it signed a pact con- 
doning a formidable breach. It was in vain that the First 
Lord of the Admiralty pointed out that we had merely tried 
to circumscribe the effects of a unilateral decision which we 
had not been able to prevent. To accept German rearmament 
as inevitable was one thing, to recognize it in a treaty was 
another. Still more alarming in French and Italian eyes was 
our apparent readiness to take independent action in a matter 
of first-class importance, as if the Stresa pact or the Anglo- 
French programme of February 3 did not exist. Germany’s 
potential naval strength, which appeared so modest to the 
British Government, assumed a different aspect when viewed 
from a Continental angle. Anglo-French relations were of 
too long standing to suffer permanent injury ; but the pact was 
a shock, and such Anglophobe circles as survived in France 
were stirred to fresh activity. The agreement, in a word, was 
probably the right thing done in the wrong way. A second 
and mortal blow at the Stresa front from another quarter was 
soon to follow. 


XIV. The Abyssinian War 

The Versailles era ended in 1935, when Hitler struck off 
Germany’s military fetters and Mussolini attacked Abys- 
sinia. Henceforth the main problem confronting British 
statesmanship was that of how to deal with German and 
Italian ambitions. Broadly speaking, Europe had been con- 
trolled since 1918 by the victorious allies, England, France 
and Italy. Germany was too weak to play an active part, and 
Russia turned her back on the European game. Such a static 
simplification could not be expected to last. France had 
recovered in twenty years from the disasters of 1871, and 
Germany might well be on her legs again in a shorter time. 
Russia was certain to resume her place as a Great Power before 
long. Italy’s dissatisfaction with her share of the earth’s 
surface was notorious, and at any moment she might join in 
the clamour for territorial revision. Her population was in- 
creasing and emigration to America was rigidly limited. 
“ Fascist Italy must expand or suffocate,” remarked the Duce 
to an American journalist in 1926. Though he disclaimed 
war-like intentions, he was bursting with personal as well as 
national ambition. The barometer pointed to stormy weather. 

After assuring himself during Laval’s visit to Rome in 
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January 1 9 3 5 , that France would not stand in his way , Musso" 
Uni turned to England, a signatory of the treaties of 1906 and 
1925 by which England, France and Italy defined their 
economic interests and aspirations in Abyssinia. On January 
29 the Italian Charge suggested an exchange of views, but the 
proposal was neither accepted nor declined. A word of 
warning at this stage might possibly have turned the Duce’s 
mind towards a compromise. An Inter-departmental Com- 
mittee under Sir John Maffey, Permanent Under-Secretary for 
the Colonies, reported in June that we had no important in- 
terests except the waters of the Blue Nile and that no vital 
interests necessitated resistance to an Italian conquest. Without 
waiting for an official indication of our attitude, Mussolini 
began to despatch troops to Eritrea in February. Here was a 
second opportunity to inquire as to Italian aims and if necessary 
to protest ; but the Foreign Secretary merely communicated 
to Parliament the Italian falsehood that the mobilization of 
two divisions in no way implied war-like intentions. A third 
occasion for a warning was neglected at the Stresa Conference 
in April. The Duce’s consent to refer the clash at Walwal to 
arbitration provided a formal excuse for silence, but the real 
reason was our fear that opposition would drive him into 
Hitler’s arms. The same motive operated in the Anglo-French 
refusal to support Abyssinia’s requests thatthe League should 
deal with the Italian threat. At this point Austen Chamberlain, 
who was called in unofficially as a persona grata, warned the 
Italian Ambassador that an attack on Abyssinia would have a 
deplorable effect on Anglo-Italian relations and encourage 
Germany to aggress. Grandi appeared to agree, but held out 
no hope that Mussolini would draw back. Our studied silence 
at a time when the coming campaign was the talk of the world 
was more eloquent than words. That British public opinion 
might assert itself never occurred to the Duce, and indeed the 
widespread support for the principle of economic sanctions 
revealed in the Peace Ballot, organized by the League of Nations 
Union, came as a surprise to the Cabinet. By this time, how- 
ever, Mussolini had gone too far to retreat. 

So far from our coveting Abyssinia, as Italians were taught 
to believe, the Government despatched Mr. Eden with an olive 
branch to Rome. The Emperor, it was suggested, might 
present Italy with part of the Ogaden province and receive in 
compensation a strip of British Somaliland with access to the 
sea at Zeila. England would also urge Abyssinia to sanction 
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a railway or road connecting Eritrea with Italian Somaliland 
The intention was excellent, but it was like offering crumbs to 
a hungry wolf, and the last thing that the Duce desired was 
to see Abyssinia in control of a port. A more serious attempt 
to keep the peace was made in August, when the British and 
French Governments worked out a plan with the consent of 
the Emperor, who was prepared for some sort of League 
control, an exchange of territories, and economic concessions 
including a railway connecting Italy’s two colonies. It was 
however, promptly rejected by Mussolini, who was only 
waiting for die end of the summer rains. When the threat to 
Abyssinia was at last considered by the League at its annual 
meeting in September, the time for preventive action had 
passed. The ingenious attempt of a Commission of five, 
envisaging international assistance and e nlarg ing the Paris 
scheme of territorial cessions, was accepted by the Emperor 
as a basis of discussion but rejected by the Duce. 

The British Government and people could no longer evade 
a decision on the most dangerous issue that had arisen since 
1918. On the one hand they desired to honour their obliga- 
tions under the Covenant : on the other they longed to avoid 
war. If they resisted aggression the conflict might involve the 
greater part of Europe : if they stood aside the League would 
be discredited and the habit of aggression would grow. A 
Cabinet meeting on August 22 attempted to find a middle path. 
The closing of the Suez Canal, which might have saved 
Abys sinia , was ruled out as involving the certainty of war and 
going beyond the wishes of France. Economic sanctions 
were to be applied, but not of a kind to goad Mussolini into 
war. This resolve to limit our liability remained a secret, and 
it was widely believed that we should stand firm. The Medi- 
terranean fleet was reinforced and France, with other Medi- 
terranean states, was asked for a promise of support if it were 
attacked by Italy. While Turkey, Greece and Jugoslavia 
responded, France, determined to avoid a collision with Italy, 
merely agreed to allow our ships the use of her arsenals. 

The speech of Sir Samuel Hoare to the Assembly on 
September 1 1 proclaimed that England meant . business. 
“ The League stands, and my country stands with it, for the 
collective maintenance of the Covenant in its entirety, and 
particularly for steady and collective resistance to all acts of 
unprovoked aggression. . . . No selfish or Imperialist motives 
enter into our minds at all.” The impression produced both 
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bv the novelty and the precision of this utterance was profound. 
When Japan attacked China in 1931 we stood aside. When 
we signed the Locarno pact we merely committed ourselves to 
a regional obligation. But here was a declaration without 
limitations of time or place. The Foreign Secretary was careful 
to add that we had no intention to act alone. If the burden 
is to be borne, it must be borne collectively. If risks for peace 
are to be run, they must be run by all. The security of the 
many cannot be ensured solely by the efforts of a few , however 
powerful they may be.” After his return he repeated his 
Geneva pledge in a written communication to Paris. These 
resonant declarations won us a fleeting moral leadership of 
Europe, and suggested the vitality of the League. It had 
always been realized that its testing-time would come when a 
European Great Power aggressed. There had been cogent 
geographical reasons for ignoring the challenge of Japan. 
Now at last it seemed as if the League was going to act, with 
England setting the pace. 

It was a false dawn, for the British Government was much 
less valorous than it seemed. On the eve of his declaration at 
Geneva, Sir Samuel Hoare had a conversation with Laval, 
who afterwards revealed its character to the French Chamber. 
“We found ourselves instantly in agreement upon ruling 
out military sanctions, not adopting any measure of naval 
blockade, never contemplating the closure of the Suez Canal, 
in a word ruling out everything that might lead to war.” 
This decision, of course, had not been communicated to 
Mussolini, but it would have caused him no surprise ; for he 
was sure of France, and England’s notorious desire for peace 
convinced him that our bark was worse than our bite. 

Ignoring threats and appeals he calmly completed his 
preparations, and his troops crossed the Abyssinian frontier 
on October 3 according to plan. Italy’s aggression was 
promptly condemned by every other member of the Council, 
and the application of sanctions was voted by an overwhelming 
majority in the Assembly for the first time. The Committee 
appointed to work out details proposed the prohibition of 
loans and credits, an embargo on exports of war material to 
Italy, and an embargo on all Italian imports. Sir Samuel Hoare 
explained that on October 22 military sanctions formed no 
part of British policy and that only a boycott was envisaged. 
“ Nobody in this House can believe that anybody in Europe 
desires a war.” This ruled out not only military measures, 
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but any economic action which the aggressor might decide 
to regard as an act of war. The Duce, seizing his opportunity 
announced that if oil were added to the list he would fight! 
The threat sufficed, and the one article vital to his success in a 
land of mountains and deserts continued to be freely supplied. 
Among the vendors, it is sad to relate, was the Anglo-Persiaii 
Oil Company, in which the British Government held the 
majority of shares. The postponement of the date of the 
operation of sanctions till November 18 enabled the aggressor 
to accumulate large stocks, and some of Italy’s timid neigh- 
bours declined to co-operate in the boycott. 

The half-hearted attempt merely wounded Italy’s pride. 
Materially she suffered some inconvenience, which might have 
become serious if the campaign had lasted into a second or 
third year. Psychologically it was a godsend to the Duce, who 
now stood forth as the defender of the national dignity against 
foreign interference. Whether it was worth while incurring 
the angry . resentment of a Great Power by pin-pricks which 
offered no real prospect of success may be doubted. “ If you 
are going to adopt a sanction,” declared Mr. Baldwin, “ you 
must be prepared for war.” England was not prepared for 
war, and Mussolini knew it. It would have been wiser either to 
follow the 1931 precedent of inaction on the ground that Abys- 
sinia was not worth a conflict, or to cut off the supply of oil and 
face the consequences. As it was, we fell between two stools. 

If England took the lead in the sanctionist campaign, 
France was the pioneer of mediation, for Laval cared little for 
the League and was determined not to break with Mussolini. 
The suggestion that the two countries should explore the 
possibilities of peace was made in the Assembly by Van 
Zeeland, the Belgian Premier, and approved by both Govern- 
ments. Since Abyssinia had no prospect of defeating her 
powerful enemy, the only way to stop the war, it seemed, was 
to yield a portion of her territory. At the end of October a 
Foreign Office expert visited Paris, where a plan was drawn 
up which became the basis of the Hoare-Laval scheme. The 
British Minister at Addis Ababa advised the Emperor to open 
negotiations, and the two Foreign Ministers appealed for 
peace at Geneva on November 2. When at this point Mr. 
Baldwin dissolved Parliament, support of the League was as 
much the declared programme or the Government as of the 
Opposition ; but when the victory was won the confidential 
discussions at Paris were resumed. 
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The finishing touches were put when Sir Samuel Hoare 
visited Paris on December 7-8. In return for Abyssinia’s 
access to the Red Sea in the south of Eritrea, Italy was to 
obtain a large slice of her territory in the north-east in full 
sovereignty, with a sphere of settlement and economic pene- 
tration in the south which would remain under the suzerainty 
of the Emperor and the administrative supervision of the 
League. Taken together the cuts represented about half the 
country, the conquest of which had hardly begun. In view of 
the subsequent collapse of resistance, so much more rapid 
th an the military experts anticipated, it might perhaps be 
regarded retrospectively as the best solution ; but two vital 
considerations were left out of account. The Emperor was in 
no mood to compromise with the aggressor, and British 
opinion, which had applauded the declaration of September 
1 1 , could hardly approve a volte-face so rapid and so complete. 
When the secret was prematurely revealed in the French press 
on December 9, the Baldwin Cabinet stood by the Foreign 
Mini ster till the outburst of popular indignation, led by Austen 
Chamberlain in Parliament and by The Times in the press, 
induced the Prime Minister to drop the scheme and its author. 
“ These proposals,” declared the Emperor, “ are the negation 
and abandonment of the principles on which the League of 
Nations is founded. For Ethiopia they would consecrate the 
amputation of her territory and the disappearance of her in- 
dependence for the benefit of die State which had attacked 
her. ” To this measured condemnation nothing need be added 
by the historian or the moralist. 

The Government’s defence was of the most perfunctory 
character. Mr. Baldwin, visibly ill at ease, confessed that the 
protest had come from die heart of the people and he recog- 
nized it as decisive. Lord Halifax, Leader in the Upper House, 
explained that Sir Samuel Hoare carried no instructions from 
his colleagues, and that on reaching Paris he found the French 
Government anxious to accelerate conciliation. The Govern- 
ment, he added, did not like the terms when they saw them, 
though they were not so bad as public opinion believed, and 
the Italian Government was not particularly enamoured of 
diem. It had been impossible to repudiate the Foreign Secre- 
tary, absent and unheard. Yet they had made the mistake of 
failing to appreciate die damage which, righdy or wrongly, 
the terms would be held by public opinion to inflict on the 
cause we were pledged to serve. 
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That Mr. Eden succeeded Sir Samuel Hoare at the Foreign 
Office made no practical difference, for it was too late to save 
Abyssinia. We continued to profess crur readiness to apply 
the oil embargo if other states would do the same, but the 
veto of France blocked the way. Laval fell, but Flandin con- 
tinued his policy of sabotaging the League. The remilitariza- 
tion of the Rhineland in March 1936 emphasized the desira- 
bility of avoiding a break with Italy. On May j Italian troops 
marched into the Abyssinian capital. In June Neville 
Chamberlain, Chancellor ot the Exchequer, described the 
continuation of sanctions as midsummer madness, and in July 
they were dropped. A collision had been averted at the cost 
of the desertion of Abyssinia, the weakening of the League, 
the humiliation of England, and the creation of the Rome- 
Berlin axis. The vacillating treatment of the Abyssinian 
problem confirmed the growing opinion, not only in Germany 
and Italy but throughout the world, that the muscles of the 
post-war Englishman were becoming soft, or at any rate that 
post-war British statesmen had lost their nerve. 


XV. The Rapprochement with Italy, 1937-9 

Italian hostility remained one of our chief preoccupations 
during the following years. Both parties looked round for 
friends. Mussolini sacrificed the independence of Austria 
to his need for a partner, and the Axis began to take shape 
when the dictators supported Franco’s revolt. Our first 
riposte was the settlement of the Egyptian question. When 
the Protectorate proclaimed in 1914 g ave wa Y i* 1 I 9 22 *° the 
recognition of Egyptian independence, we reserved four points 
for discussion, of which the retention of the British garrison 
and the continued occupation of the Sudan were the most 
controversial. Four fruitless attempts at agreement were 
made before the conquest of Abyssinia, which involved greater 
danger to Egypt than to England, removed the difficulties. 
In August 1936 England consented to the conditional removal 
of British troops to the Canal zone and a condominium the 
Sudan, and undertook to support the abolition of the Capitu- 
lations and Egypt’s entry into the League. In return we 
secured the right to station 10,000 men on the Canal till tne 
Egyptian army was strong enough to defend it, and a tary 
affiance was concluded for twenty years. For the first time 
since the occupation began in 1882 British troops an 
functioned with the formal consent of the Egyptian Govern- 
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ment. A year later the Powers cancelled -the Capitulations 
and Egypt entered the League as an independent state. 

Our second reaction to Italian hostility was an attempt to 
end the quarrel, not only for the sake of an historic friendship, 
but because our abiding interest was peace. Though Abyssinia 
was a big morsel, the Italian Empire still made a poor show 
beside the vast possessions of England and France, and the 
Duce’s longing to dominate the Mediterranean was uncon- 
cealed. As an advocate of revision his thoughts turned to 
the other great revisionist Power beyond the Alps, but he 
realized that exclusive reliance on Berlin would limit the 
freedom of manoeuvre which was the tradition of Italian policy. 
A speech at Milan in November 1936 held out a diminutive 
olive branch to England, who responded by removing the 
British Legation from Addis Ababa. It was not formal 
recognition, but it looked like the first step. 

Before the Abyssinian dispute was liquidated a new apple of 
discord ripened wilt General Franco’s rebellion in July 1936. 
A French proposal for a non-intervention agreement was 
accepted by the British Government, with the dual object of 
allowing Spain to settle her own problems and of preventing 
the extension of the war. The latter aim was achieved, but 
the former completely failed. British policy was neutral in 
intention but not in effect, for other Powers failed to play the 
game. Franco was officially recognized by the two Dictators, 
who loudly denounced die Bolshevist menace in the Medi- 
terranean and declared that their protigi must win. Troops 
were poured into Spain, and at one time Mussolini confessed 
to having 40,000 Italian soldiers on the spot. In the first 
autumn of the war Madrid was saved by the arrival of the 
volunteers from many countries known as the International 
Brigade, and Russia began to supply munitions and food ; 
but the Madrid-Valencia Government received only a small 
fraction of the foreign help which rendered possible the 
victory of the rebels. Though we continued to recognize the 
Republican Government till its final surrender, we forbade 
the sale of munitions to either side, contrary to the usual 
practice of allowing a recognized Government to buy them 
wherever it can. Any such support, it was explained, would 
be followed by increased support to Franco from the other side, 
and would be incompatible with non-intervention. This 
decision was passionately denounced by the Opposition as an 
unneutral act, inspired by an unavowed desire that Franco 
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should win. The Non-Intervention Committee, appointed to 
supervise the non-intervention agreement and sitting in London 
under the chairmanship of Lord Plymouth, was a farce ; for 
the Dictators unblushingly continued their armed intervention, 
despite the prohibition by the Committee in February 1937 of 
enlistment or dispatch of volunteers. The only occasion on 
which we asserted ourselves was at the Nyon Conference in 
September 1937, called to deal with the destruction of British 
and other merchantmen in the Mediterranean by unidentified 
submarines. Neither Germany nor Italy attended, but the 
latter accepted the scheme of zones of patrol by British, French 
and Italian ships, and the nuisance was speedily brought to 
an end. 

British opinion, which had been almost unanimous in regard 
to the rights and wrongs of the Abyssinian conflict, was deeply 
divided by the issues in Spain. Right wing opinion generally 
sympathized with Franco, Left wing with the Republican 
Government, while many Englishmen were disgusted by the 
savagery of both sides. A further source of disagreement 
concerned the strategic issues involved in the triumph of one 
or other of the combatants. Champions of the Republic 
argued that its overthrow would weaken our position in the 
Mediterranean and endanger French communications with 
North Africa by tying Spain to our potential enemies. In 
other words, a victory for Franco would mean a victory for 
Mussolini and Hitler. Franco’s champions retorted that the 
Spaniards, a proud and independent race, would decline to 
alienate territory and would stubbornly resist foreign control. 
The spokesmen of the Government inclined to the latter view, 
though they abstained from expressing sympathy with either 
side. “ We wish Spain to emerge with possessions and in- 
dependence intact,” declared Mr. Eden, who quoted Welling- 
ton’s dictum : “ There is no country in Europe in the affairs 
of which foreigners can interfere with as little profit as in 
Spain.” The value of these conflicting forecasts was soon to 
be decided by the winner’s pro- Axis attitude in a new European 
war. Whatever might be said for the intentions of the British 
Government, its Spanish policy suggested a mood of peace 
at almost any price. It certainly presented a striking contras 
to the ruthless vigour of the Axis Powers, determined to secure 
the triumph of their brotigi and unafraid of the gravest ris s. 

In the so-called Gentleman’s Agreement between England 

and Italy concluded on January 2, * 937 > S1 8 na or 
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recognized free entry into the Mediterranean, transit and exit, 
to be a vital interest of both parties and their interests as in 
no way inconsistent. Both disclaimed any desire to modify 
the status quo, and Italy promised not to retain the Balearic 
Isles, which she had occupied for the purpose of the Spanish 
war/ It was merely a scrap of paper, for the Italian press and 
wireless soon resumed their attacks on England, and the 
jnerpasing support of Franco made nonsense of the pretence 
of neutrality. The substitution of Neville Chamberlain for 
Mr. Baldwin in June 1937 was followed by a more vigorous 
drive for peace. Filled with anxiety by the drift towards war, 
and undeterred by his inexperience of diplomacy, he took over 
control of foreign affairs. On June 25 he uttered an earnest 
appeal to those who held responsible positions at home and 
abroad to weigh their words. “ I have read that in the high 
mountains there are sometimes conditions to be found when 
an incautious move or even a sudden exclamation may start 
an avalanche. That is just the condition in which we find 
ourselves to-day.* * 

Believing that little could be done at Berlin, at any rate 
for the moment, the new Prime Minister strove earnestly for 
appeasement in Rome. A friendly message from Mussolini 
through Count Grandi evoked by a speech of Mr. Eden on 
July 19 led Chamberlain to write a personal letter in cordial 
terms, regretting that relations were still far from the old 
feeling of confidence and affection, but expressing the belief 
that they could be restored if misunderstandings and unfounded 
suspicions were removed. We were ready for conversations 
at any time. The Duce replied that he too wished to restore 
good relations and was ready for discussions. We replied 
that we hoped they might begin in September, but the sky 
darkened once again. Italian intervention in Spain was naked 
and unashamed. Italy boycotted the conference at Nyon. 
Difficulties in die Non-Intervention Committee concerning the 
withdrawal of volunteers postponed the opening of discussions. 
Italy’s withdrawal from the League, her adherence to the 
German-Japanese anti-Comintern pact, and the Duce’s visit 
to Berlin in September illustrated the new orientation. The 
situation, declared Chamberlain, had seriously and steadily 
deteriorated since the exchange of letters in July. The Italian 
wireless and press revelled in vituperation, and the garrison 
in Libya was reinforced. It was clear that no progress could 
be made so long as recognition of the new Italian Empire was 
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withheld. The Prime Minister was prepared to pay the pri rf 
for the danger from Germany was growing from day to day! 

A fresh opportunity presented itself from the Italian side 
early in 1938, when Mr. Eden and Count Grandi had some 
amicable conversations. On February 10, the Ambassador 
announced that they had been sincerely welcomed in Rome 
and that the Duce was ready for discussion at any time, as 
wide as possible, including the recognition of Abyssinia. 
Mr. Eden replied that we were bound to act as loyal members 
of the League, and that the attitude of the League and the 
Mediterranean Powers would be affected by an Anglo-Italian 
agreement. A week later Grandi was instructed to urge an 
early start. Chamberlain suggested to Mr. Eden that they 
should see him together, and the Foreign Secretary begged 
his chief not to commit die Government to anything specific. 
The advice was accepted, but after the talk the two men dis- 
agreed. The Prime Minister argued that a rebuff would con- 
firm the suspicion that we did not want conversations to start 
and might make war inevitable. Moreover they would 
probably improve the atmosphere in Spain and elsewhere. 
The Foreign Secretary, on the other hand, wished to defer the 
official opening till volunteers in substantial numbers were 
withdrawn from Spain. The Cabinet sided with the Prime 
Minister and Mr. Eden resigned. He had no objection to 
negotiations, he explained to Parliament, for they were implicit 
in the Chamberlain-Mussolini letters of the preceding summer : 
the only question was the time and the conditions. Unfriendly 
propaganda continued, and no progress concerning inter- 
vention in Spain had been made. The Gentleman’s Agreement 
of January 1937 had been followed by die first large despatch 
of troops to Spain— a breach of its spirit if not of the letter. 
The momentary improvement after the letters in the summer 
of 1937 had been followed by sinkings in the Mediterranean. 
We could not risk a repetition of these experiences. “The 
withdrawal must have begun in earnest before those con- 
versations in Rome can be held on a really solid basis of 
goodwill which is essential to success.” In view of the 
increasing violation of international agreements this was a 
moment to stand firm. “ There has been too keen a desire on 
our part to make terms with others rather than that others 
should make terms with us. ... I do not believe that we can 
make progress in European appeasement if we ow 
impression to gain ground abroad that we yield to constant 
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pressure.” The whole speech breathed a robust and well- 
grounded suspicion of Mussolini’s good faith. 

6 Lord Halifax was appointed to the Foreign Office, but the 
Prime Minister conducted the negotiations which issued in 
an elaborate agreement embracing the Mediterranean, North- 
East Africa and the Middle East, signed on April 16, 1938. 
Our chief advantage was Italy’s acceptance of the status quo 
in the Mediterranean and the Red Sea, in particular the de- 
claration that she had no territorial or political designs in 
Spain and would withdraw all troops after the war. Italy’s 
principal gain was our conditional promise to recognize the 
conquest of Abyssinia. The treaty was not to come into 
operation till “ a settlement of the Spanish question ” was 
reached — a condition understood to imply a “ substantial ” 
but undefined reduction of the Italian forces in Spain. The 
agreement was welcomed in France, who desired to find a 
similar solution of her difficulties with Italy, and it was 
commended by the new Foreign Secretary as a contribution 


to general peace. 

Chamberlain defended his handiwork in Parliament on 
May 2. “ The situation was as bad as ever it had been, and 
it seemed to me that unless some further effort could be made 
it was in danger of rapidly becoming acute.” His policy was 
peace and the restoration of confidence by removing danger- 
spots, grievances, differences and suspicions one by one. 
“ The signing of this agreement has already effected a radical 
change in the relations between our two countries : the clouds 
of mistrust and suspicion have been cleared away.” It was 
only to become operative when a settlement in Spain was 
reached, and we should then recognize the conquest of 
Abyssinia. “ I believe that for Italy and ourselves this agree- 
ment marks the beginning of a new era. In former days we 
had a close friendship with the old Italy. To-day there is a 
new Italy, an Italy which, under the stimulus of the personality 
of Signor Mussolini, is showing new vigour, in which there 
is apparent new vision and new efficiency in administration 
and in the measures they are taking to improve the conditions 
of their people. With the laying aside of temporary differences 
which this agreement brought about, I believe that we may 
look forward to a friendship with the new Italy as firmly based 
as that by which we were bound to the old.” Such were the 
illusions of 1938. Chamberlain seemed incapable of under- 
standing what sort of men the Dictators were. 
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A few days later, on May 12, Lord Halifax journeyed to 
Geneva and invited the Council of the League to declare that 
the recognition of the conquest of Abyssinia should be decided 
by each state for itself. The Government, he explained, had 
not modified its views of Italy’s action, but it was forced to 
accept the facts. Many states had already taken the step, and 
nobody suggested that independence could be restored. 
“ When, as here, two ideals are in conflict — on the one hand 
the ideal of devotion, unflinching but unpractical, to some high 
purpose ; on the other, the ideal of a practical victory tot 
peace — I cannot doubt that the stronger claim is that of peace.” 
This declaration, which was painful for such a high-minded 
moralist and such a champion of the League to make, did not 
constitute recognition, but it indicated that the time was not 
far off. 

The September crisis, which brought us to the verge of 
war with Germany, fortified the Prime Minister’s resolve to 
keep on good terms with Rome. On November 2 he moved 
that the treaty should come into force, since the Spanish 
Government had decided to disband the International Brigade 
and Italy withdrew 10,000 soldiers. Mussolini promised to 
withdraw the rest when the non-intervention plan became 
operative, and to send no more troops nor air forces to 
replace them. These assurances, added to the withdrawal of 
1 0,000 men, proved his good intentions. Hitler and Mussolini 
informed him at Munich that they had no territorial ambitions 
in Spain. “ The Spanish question is no longer a menace to 
the peace of Europe.” Mussolini, he added, had helped to 
keep the peace. “ I could not have appealed to him unless 
our relations had been changed.” This optimism was chal- 
lenged by Mr. Eden, who reiterated his conviction that it was 
impossible to make a satisfactory agreement with Italy while 
she was breaking her word in Spain. She had continued 
intervention on a large scale after signing the treaty, and no 
settlement was in sight. The Prime Minister had waived his 
condition and recognized the conquest of Abyssinia without 
Italy paying the price. Our policy of appeasement had not 

been reciprocated. 

Chamberlain and Lord Halifax visited Rome in January i 939 > 
at the inv itation of the Duce. " The impressions which remain 
uppermost in my mind,” declared the Foreign Secretary , are 
the cordiality with which we were received by Signor Mussolini 
and the Italian Government; the absolutely spontaneous 
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chusctcr of the enthusiasm with which the Prune Minister 
was greeted by the people wherever he went ; and the very 
definite assurance which we received from Signor Mussolini 
that the policy of Italy was one of peace. Speaking of the 
Mediterranean in particular, he assured us that he was well 
satisfied with the Anglo-Italian Agreement, by which both 
parties undertook to respect the status quo.” If the British 
statesmen really took these assurances of a dissatisfied Dictator 
at their face value they ought to have known better, and they 
were quickly undeceived. The Italian people was peaceful 
enough, but their ruler cherished ambitions which could only 
be realized by war. Nominally unofficial demands for a share 
in France’s colonial empire had begun at the end of 1958, and 
the Italian press, which used the soft pedal during the British 
visit, renewed its bellowings the next moment. An alliance 
was signed between Italy and Germany in April 1939* P rom ^ s ' 
ing military support if either was at war : there was not even 
the customary pretence that it was only to operate in case of 
defence against aggression. Mr. Eden’s suspicions were con- 
firmed when the Anglo-Italian treaty was broken by the rape 
of Albania on Good Friday, April 7. Once again the promise 
to respect the status quo proved to be a scrap of paper. We 
contented ourselves with a protest. A year later, without a 
shadow of provocation, Mussolini declared war on the two 
Powers who had helped to make Italy .a nation and to save 
her from defeat in 1917. 

XVI. The Remilitarization of the Rhineland. 

The restoration of the armed might of Germany, inaugu- 
rated by the Weimar regime and accelerated by the Nazis, 
presented an even greater problem than that of Italy’s colonial 
ambitions. Should we continue to content ourselves with 
verbal protests when treaties were infringed, or should we 
wait till a smashing blow was struck at the edifice of security 
and then make a stand ? The practical question arose when 
on March 7, 1936, German armies marched into the demili- 
tarized Rhineland zone, trampling not only the dictated Treaty 
of Versailles but the freely negotiated Locarno pact underfoot. 
Hitler’s contention that the Franco-Russian defensive agree- 
ment, signed in 1935 and ratified in 1936, had broken the spirit 
if not the letter of Locarno was a mere pretext, for he declined 
to submit it to The Hague Court. He would in any case have 
taken the step as soon as he felt strong enough to do so with 
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impunity. The inequality of status enshrined in the Maginot 
line on one side of die frontier and the unwalled territory on 
the other naturally wounded German pride, but there was 
much more in Hitler’s coup than the removal of a humiliating 
disability. It was the turning point in post-war history, since 
a stout wall in the west would enable him to pursue the forward 

E olicy in central and eastern Europe on which he had set his 
eart. 

The French Cabinet, like the French people, was divided 
on the question whether this glaring breach of treaty obliga- 
tions should be resisted by force. Clemenceau or Poincar£ 
would doubtless have reacted as Hitler’s military and civil 
advisers anticipated, though not the Dictator himself; but 
no action was taken. Encouragement from London might 
have tipped the scale, but England, official and unofficial, was 
disinclined to move. With our usual sense of fair play we felt 
instinctively that such an unequal arrangement as the de- 
militarized Rhineland was bound to collapse directly Germany 
recovered her strength, but the deeper implications of the 
event were hidden from our unsuspecting eyes. Warnings had 
come from our Ambassadors at Berlin directly Hitler had 
gained control, but they were unheeded. “ The spirit of the 
moment,” reported Sir Horace Rumbold in his last despatch 
on April 26, 1933, “ and the Government of this country, for 
the first time since the war, are giving State sanction and 
encouragement to an attitude of mind, as well as to various 
forms of military training, which can only end in one way. I 
therefore feel that Germany’s neighbours have reason to be 
vigilant.” His successor. Sir Eric Phipps, was even more 
critical. “ The conditions here,” he wrote in November 1933, 
“ are not those of a normal civilized country, and the German 
Government is not a normal civilized Government and cannot 
be dealt with as if it were.” What superficial observers took 
to be a movement of national revival was in reality an armed 
doctrine, as Burke said of Jacobinism, a revolution which 
threatened not only peace but the whole stately edifice of 

western civilization. 

The German Memorandum presented on March 7 contended 
that the Franco-Soviet agreement was incompatible with the 
Locarno pact, which Germany therefore regarded as annulled. 
“ Jn accordance with the fundamental right of a nation to 
secure its frontiers and ensure its possibilities of defence, the 
German Government have to-day restored the full and un- 
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restricted sovereignty of Germany in the demilitarized zone 
of the Rhineland.” She was ready to conclude new agreements 
for European security, including a demilitarized zone on both 
sides of the French and Belgian frontiers on the basis of full 
parity ; a non-aggression treaty for twenty-five years between 
Germany, France and Belgium, to be guaranteed by England 
and Italy ; an air pact for the west ; non-aggression pacts 
with Germany’s eastern neighbours on the Polish model ; and 
the ret urn of Germany to the League. The Colonial question 
and the separation of the Covenant from its Versailles setting 
were matters for friendly negotiation. Mr. Eden deplored 
the unilateral repudiation of a settlement freely negotiated 
and freely signed. That the Franco-Russian treaty violated 
the Locarno settlement, he reminded the Ambassador, was 
not held by any other signatory, and the matter could have 
been referred to arbitration. The change of attitude in regard 
to the League, on the other hand, was most important. 

The immediate task was to save as much as possible from 
the wreck of the Locarno system. The event had profoundly 
shaken confidence in any future German engagement, declared 
the Foreign Secretary in Parliament. There was no reason to 
suppose that it implied a threat of war, but hostilities had to 
be taken into account. “ Should there take place, during the 
period which will be necessary for the consideration of the 
new situation, any actual attack on France and Belgium which 
would constitute a violation of Article H of the Treaty of 
Locarno, H.M.G., notwithstanding the German repudiation 
of the treaty, would regard itself as in honour bound to come 
in the manner provided in the treaty to the assistance of the 
country attacked.” The General Staffs of England, France and 
Belgium proceeded to concert measures in case of aggression. 
On March 19, after meetings of the Locarno Powers with the 
exception of Germany, a special session of the Council of the 
League condemned Germany’s action, invited her to accept 
certain provisional arrangements for the interim period, and 
proposed to discuss the status of the Rhineland and pacts for 
mutual assistance. Mr. Eden suggested that, pending nego- 
tiations, she should reduce the occupation to “ symbolic ” 
proportions, and that the Hague Court should decide whether 
the Franco-Russian pact infringed the Locarno settlement. 
It was also proposed that troops from the Locarno and other 
Powers should be stationed on the German side of the French 
and Belgian frontier, and that Germany should neither increase 
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her troops nor build fortifications. The wider progr am^ 
envisaged a discussion, by the five members of the defunct 
Locarno system, of the status of the Rhineland and mutual 
assistance pacts, followed by a world conference, under the 
auspices of the League, to consider questions of security, 
armaments and economics. 

It was an ambitious project, which travelled far beyond the 
purposes of Hitler. His counter-proposals of March j 1 pro- 
mised not to increase his troops in the Rhineland for four 
months, offered a twenty-five years non-aggression pact for 
France and Belgium, and reiterated his readiness to return to 
the League. The proposals of the Locarno Powers for an 
international police force and for keeping the Rhineland zone 
unfortified were ignored. A British note of May 6 in the 
form of a questionnaire invited him to supply explanations on 
certain points and to give an assurance that he would respect 
the status quo till it was modified by free negotiation, but no 
reply was received to a document breathing distrust of his 
sincerity. The attempt to create a new system of security 
with German aid was abandoned, and each party went his way. 
Hitler’s declaration that the era of surprises was over brought 
little comfort, for the choice between guns and butter had 
already been made. He proceeded to construct the Siegfried 
line, while England and France drew ever closer together. 
On December 4, 1956, Delbos, the French Foreign Minister, 
announced that France would help England and Belgium if 
they were attacked. England had promised France assistance 
at Locarno and again in March 1956 without reciprocity. This 
anomaly was at length removed. A further difference between 
the Locarno system and its successor was the announcement 
on October 4 I 19 J«. by Kmg L '°P old Mgtam wooH 
defend herself if attacked, but would not fight for England or 
France. The desire of a sorely-tried country to keep out o 
future conflicts was fully understood by the Western owers, 
who promised to aid her in case of unprovoked aggression 
without asking her aid in return. The Locarno period w 
over, and an Anglo-French defensive alliance took its place. 

In a carefully considered declaration at Leamington on 
November ro, Mr. Eden defined our ob ganommd 

attitude after the agitations and confusion of recent • 

Our arms would never be used for aggressio _ . 

purpose inconsistent with the Covenant or e -c. nre 

They would be used in the defence of our Empite, 
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of France and Belgium against unprovoked aggression, in 
defence of Germany, if a new West European settlement could 
be reached, against unprovoked aggression by any other party 
to such a settlement. “ These, together with our treaty of 
alliance with Irak and our projected treaty with Egypt, are 
our definite obligations. In addition, our armaments may be 
used in bringing help to a victim of aggression in any case 
where, in our judgment, it would be proper under the pro- 
visions of the Covenant to do so. I use the word ‘ may ’ 
deliberately, since in such an instance there is no automatic 
obligation to take military action. It is moreover right that 
this should be so, for nations cannot be expected to incur 
automatic military obligations save for areas where their vital 
interests are concerned.” Our oldest ally, Portugal, seems to 
have slipped his memory, but his definition of British policy 
was generally approved. That treaty obligations, old and new, 
had to be kept was an axiom. To pledge our support in 
advance to victims of aggression in every part of the world 
was ruled out, not only by the limitations of our material 
strength, but by our geographical position. 

XVn. Austria and Czechoslovakia 

That Austria had been able to live in an economic sense was 
largely due to British friendship and financial support, and 
when Hitler began campaigning against her independence we 
declared her preservation a British interest. The first de- 
claration was made by England and France in August 1933, 
when Neurath, the German Foreign Minister, curtly bade us 
mind our own business. It was repeated in Parliament on 
several occasions, and nowhere was the murder of Dollfuss 
in 1934 more sincerely deplored. Since, however, it was well 
understood that we should not go to war to save the little 
Republic, our protests produced no effect in Berlin. Its life 
hung on the slender thread of Mussolini’s pledge in 1934 ' 
“ I will stand by Austria to the end.” The Austro-German 
agreement of 1936, calling off the Nazi campaign in return for 
a promise to pursue a German policy, was interpreted as an 
attempt to procure Italy’s friendship by leaving her protigi 
alone. The ditente, however, was purely superficial, for the 
feeble dictatorship of Schuschnigg, who refused to accept the 
Socialists as allies in the defence of the national cause, en- 
couraged the Nazis to work for his overthrow. The last chance 
of survival disappeared when the Duce’s need for German 
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support in his Mediterranean and colonial ambitions out- 
weighed his interest in an independent Austria. At the opening 
of 1938 Hitler decided to act. Summoning Schuschnigg to 
Berchtesgaden in February, he compelled him to take the Nazi 
Seyss-Inquart into the Cabinet, and on March n German 
troops crossed the frontier in order to forestall a plebiscite 
which was expected to reveal a substantial anti-Nazi majority. 
Our Ambassador at Berlin was instructed to protest against the 
seizure of Austria, and to say that it would produce the gravest 
reactions. When Neurath replied that it was not our business 
Chamberlain retorted that we were interested as members of 
the League and as signatories of treaties providing that her 
independence was inalienable without the Council’s consent. 
Explanations and protests, however, were of no avail. After 
more than a thousand years Austria had ceased to exist. 

Czechoslovakia, with her southern frontier now open to 
attack, seemed likely to be the next victim. She was the ally 
of France, and it was an axiom that we could not allow France 
to be crushed. Some voices, chiefly in the Labour and Liberal 
camps, argued that only a public assurance of military support 
could save the Czechs. Others maintained that our pledges 
to France and Belgium were as much as we ought to undertake, 
and that Hitler should be allowed a free hand in central and 
eastern Europe. The Government chose a middle path, and 
on March 24 the Prime Minister addressed a warning to Berlin. 
If Czechoslovakia were attacked we should fulfil our duty 
under the Covenant. Should we go further if France helped 
her ally, or should we promise to fight and invite other nations 
to j oin in such a declaration ? These suggestions were nega- 
tived on the ground that they would automatically destroy 
our freedom of decision in relation to an area where our vital 
interests were not concerned in the same degree as in France 
and Belgium. “ But while plainly stating this decision, I would 
add this. Where peace and war are concerned, legal obliga- 
tions are not alone involved, and, if war broke out, it would 
be unlikely to be confined to those who have assumed such 
obligations. It would be quite impossible to say where it 
would end and what Governments might become involved. 
The inexorable pressure of facts might well prove more for- 
midable than formal pronouncements, and in that event it 
would be well within the bounds of probability that other 
States, besides those which were parties to the original dispute, 
would almost immediately become involved. This is especially 
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true in the case of two countries like Great Britain and France, 
with long association of friendship, with interests closely 
interwoven, devoted to the same ideals of democratic liberty 

and determined to uphold them.” 

This memorable declaration was received with lively satis- 
faction at Prague, for it seemed to go as near to a promise as 
the tradition of British policy allowed. In view of the con- 
fusion of opinion as to the objects for which we ought to 
fight, it would indeed have been difficult to go further. More- 
over, the backwardness of our armaments suggested caution 
in the assumption of fresh liabilities, particularly in the case 
of a country inaccessible by sea. If Chamberlain is to be 
blamed it is rather for the failure to make known his views in 
fuller measure in Prague before the breaking of the storm. 
The declaration pointed to action in the event of an unprovoked 
attack on Czechoslovakia and of France’s assistance to her ally. 
But what if the demand was merely for the German districts 
on the fringe ? The Prime Minister had his own answer to 

this question, but he kept it to himself. 

That the warning of March 24 was mean ^ be taken 
seriously was shown on May 2 x , when the Czech Government 
believed a German attack to be imminent and took prompt 
steps to defend the frontiers. Sir Nevile Henderson was 
instructed to repeat the declaration, and, though the move- 
ment of troops was angrily denied at Berlin, our action em- 
phasized our interest in Czechoslovakia’s independence. On 
the other hand, the encouragement to Prague was partially 
counteracted by a mysterious episode. At a lunch party given 
by Lady Astor to Canadian journalists the Prime Minister 
privately expressed his opinion that the Sudeten districts might 
have to be ceded to Germany. Unauthorized reports of his 
table talk in Canadian papers doubtless confirmed Hitler’s 
belief that England would not fight to prevent the German 
fringe joining the Reich. They produced no weakening at 
Prague, which offered four successive plans of autonomy, but 
refused to consider the cession of territories which had formed 


part of the state for many centuries. 

The massing of German troops round Czechoslovakia during 
the summer and the feverish efforts to strengthen the Siegfried 
line indicated Hitler’s resolve to reach his goal. The September 
crisis began with his announcement on September 12 at the 
annual Nuremburg rally that the Sudeten Germans must 
determine their own fate. Lord Runciman, who had been 
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sent out in August as an unofficial investigator and mediator, 
reached the same conclusion. In his report, dated September 
2 1 , he approved the fourth Czech plan, which ran on cantonal 
line s, but believed that it had no chance of acceptance, for 
decisions were now made at Berlin and Henlein had at length 
thrown off the mask. Still more significant was a sentence in 
the Times leader of September 7 admitting that the cession of 
the fringe of alien populations might be necessary. A Foreign 
Office statement the same evening that this was not the policy 
of the Government failed to remove the impression that the 
Times had been inspired, and that England would not fight 
for the existing frontiers in Central Europe. 

The Prime Minister’s dramatic flight to Berchtesgaden 
revealed his passionate devotion to peace, but played straight 
into Hitler’s unscrupulous hands. His determination to secure 
the Sudeten districts, even at the cost of a world war, was a 
profound shock to the visitor. Impressed by the factor of 
racial unity and convinced that there was no other way to keep 
the peace, he decided to recommend this solution to his col- 
leagues and the Czechs, subject to it being carried through 
without war. At a second meeting at Godesberg on the Rhine 
a week later, after consulting the French Government, he had 
a further shock, for more drastic demands were presented 
which he undertook to forward to Prague, though not to 
recommend. When they were unhesitatingly rejected and 
mobilization was ordered by the Czechoslovakia Government 

_ . ^ _ _ 1 jjV_ — .aJI-. A a. m MV* /V M 


war was wiuuix sigiu, m uw mmumiwu — r — — 

would take place on October 1. Unwearying in his efforts for 
peace, Chamberlain sent urgent appeals to Hitler and Musso- 
lini. The former consented to a four-Power Conference 
(England, France, Germany, Italy) at Munich, where m the 
course of a few hours a time-table for the successive occupation 
of the Sudeten .districts was drawn up. The Munich terms 
were a trifle less severe in form than those of Godesberg, but 
in substance the sacrifice was the same. The country chiefly 
concerned was informed of the dedsions and petemptody 
bidden by her French allies and her English fnends to accept. 
Deprived of the armed support on which she counte , g 
Russia declared her readiness to fulfil her wit h 

mountain defences, p£& into German hands wlAoutashot. 
• 1 . ^ _ j i Klntu hv 1 loan of ten nulliooSj 



BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY, 1919-39 2T 9 

and by a worthless promise to join in an international guarantee 
of the new frontiers. 

The Prime Minister was rapturously acclaimed on his return 
from Munich, bringing, he declared, “ peace with honour.” 
Lord Halifax came nearer to the truth in confessing that the 
Government had been confronted by a hideous choice of evils. 
Peace was indeed a boon to a people detesting war, divided 
in feeling and militarily unprepared. Yet there was another 
side to the picture. It had been purchased at the expense of a 
highly civilized democracy, which had fulfilled many of the 
hopes of its friends and treated its racial minorities better than 
alm ost any Continental State. “ We have been disgracefully 
betrayed,” cried Bene§ in the bitterness of his heart, as he 
contrasted the promises with the performances of his friends. 
Many Englishmen and Frenchmen agreed with him. His 
resignation symbolized the collapse of his country. The rump 
of the State was incapable of defending itself, was stripped of 
most of its industrial resources, and was compelled to feed 
out of Hitler’s hand. The best result of the Munich policy 
was that we gained time for strengthening our defences, the 
worst that the obvious disinclination of the western demo- 
cracies to fight encouraged Hitler to fresh aggressions. British 
policy from 1931 onwards struck even friendly observers as 
revealing a certain weariness, exhaustion, lack of will, lack of 
nerve, as of premature old age. Such a series of failures and 
humiliations, wrote the American historian Professor Berna- 
dotte Schmidt in his critical sketch, From Versailles to Mumch t 
was without precedent in British history since the loss of the 
American colonies. 


XVm. After Munich 

The Prime Minister announced his opinion that the Munich 
agreement on the Sudeten problem meant “ peace in our time.” 
Among the grounds of his belief was the document signed by 
Hitler and himself on September 30, 1938, recording their 
resolve to deal with other questions concerning their countries 
by die method of consultation and expressing the desire of 
the two peoples never to go to war with one another again. 
A second cause of optimism was the Dictator’s assurance that 
he had no more territorial demands in Europe and that his 
colonial claims were not a matter for war. Lord Halifax 
seemed rather less confident than his chief. Speaking at 
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Edinburgh on October 24 he expressed the hope that the 
rectification of frontiers on racial lines taking place in Central 
and South-Eastern Europe would contribute to stability and 
peace, but he added some prophetic words. “ What we are 
now witnessing is the revision of the Treaty of Versailles, for 
which provision was made in the Covenant, but which has 
never till now been made effective.” The d&tente did not last 
long. Hitler’s speeches revealed a curious irritability, which 
Sir Nevile Henderson interpreted as resentment at the inter- 
ference which prevented him from enjoying a spectacular 
military success . Moreover he misinterpreted die continuation 
of British rearmament as a determination to attack. The tidal 
wave of enthusiasm for the Munich setdement ebbed rapidly, 
and at the end of the year two Ministerial declarations indicated 
that the wind had shifted. The Colonial Secretary announced 
that the return of the German colonies was not now an issue 
in practical politics, and the Prime Minister assured his critics 
in Parliament that if the policy of appeasement failed he would 


change his course. 

The rape of what was left of Bohemia and Moravia on 
March 15, 1939, ended the Munich truce and the policy of 
appeasement. Surrender, it was clear, had merely stimulated 
Hitler’s appetite and strengthened the resolve to get his way. 
In breaking his word to the Prime Minister and in seizing a 
state alien in blood, language and tradition, he revealed 
Napoleonic ambitions which instantly restored our old 
principle of the Balance of Power to favour. Many, perhaps 
most, Englishmen had been unwilling to fight for the retention 
of the German minority in a Slav state, but the plausible 
doctrine of German racial consolidation was now thrown to 
the winds. The larger problem of our own security could no 
longer be shirked. Hitler’s action was rebuked by the dis- 
illusioned Prime Minister on March 17 at Birmingham, and 
protests were presented by the British and French Ambassadors 
at Berlin ; but Dictators are never impressed by words. If 
the Western democracies were once again to resist the domina- 
tion of Europe by Germany, now was the time to build a peace 
front. There was indeed not a moment to lose. The Nazi 
press proceeded to turn its guns against Poland, who ha 

threatened her political and economic mdependence._^^had 
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illustrated the danger of admitting the enemy into your house 

by the back door. . , . . , . c 

In view of Hitler’s habit of striking hammer blows at briet 

intervals, Cham berlain announced on March 3 1 that the British 
and French Governments would give Poland all support in 
their power “ in the event of any action which clearly threat- 
ened Polish independence and which the Polish Government 
accordingly considered it vital to resist with their national 
forces.” A week later, after a visit of Colonel Beck to London, 
he added that the two Governments were ready to transform 
the unilateral assurance of support into a permanent treaty of 
mutual assistance. The agreement was concluded for five 
years on August 2 j . It was a momentous commitment which 
might at any moment automatically involve us in a war for 
which neither our army nor our air force was adequately 
prepared. Our obligations were further extended by a promise 
to Roumania, where a German economic ultimatum was feared, 
and to Greece, who felt herself threatened by Italy’s rape of 
Albania. On May 12 England and Turkey declared their 
intention to co-operate if an act of aggression led to war in 
the Mediterranean, and followed up. the declaration by a 
treaty of mutual aid. Before March 1 j we were pledged to 
render militar y support to five countries in case of attack 
Portugal, France, Belgium, Egypt (for twenty years) and Irak 
(for twenty-five years after our mandate ended in 1932). Four 
more had now been added to the list. To meet our mounting 
liabilities, the Territorial Force was doubled and compulsory 
mining for six months was introduced for men between 20 
and 21, our first taste of conscription in time of peace. 

Negotiations with Russia for mutual assistance, if either 
co untr y were involved in war through support to an aggressed 
state, began with an inquiry what she would do if Germany 
attacked Roumania. Instead of answering the question, she 
proposed an international conference at Bucharest, which, 
perhaps unwisely, we declined on die ground that the need 
for action was immediate. The problem of securing her 
assistance against the dominadon of Europe by Germany 
proved more formidable than was expected, for, as Lord 
Halifax explained, we had to deal with the new German 
technique of indirect aggression. The chief difficulty, he 
pointed out on June 8, was the position of the Baltic states, 
to whose feelings we paid more consideration than Russia. 
“ We should not think it right to attempt to thrust assurances 
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on countries which did not want them, or to take any step 
which might compromise in other quarters the relations of 
those countries which only desire to maintain their own 
neutrality inviolate.” He hoped and believed that Russia’s 
legitimate interest in maintaining the independence of her 
neighbours could be adjusted to the desire of England and 
France for a united front against aggression. 

This analysis of the situation proved too optimistic. Mr. 
Strang, a Foreign Office expert, was despatched to Moscow 
on June 12, but the negotiations continued to drag. Russia 
claimed to protect herself by guaranteeing the Baltic states, 
who feared Moscow far more than Berlin; and Poland, 
haunt ed by bitter memories, declared that she would never 
allow a Russian soldier to set foot on her soil. The unexplained 
dismissal on May 3 of Litvinoff, the champion of co-operation 
with the Western democracies and the League, was ominous. 


The despatch of British and French Military Missions to 
Moscow at the beginning of August was taken to mean that 
agreement was in sight ; but while political and military dis- 
cussions were in progress a Russo-German treaty of non- 
aggression, of which the secret had been well kept, was signed 
on August 2 3 . Poland’s doom was sealed, for with the removal 
of the nightmare of war on two fronts Hitler and his army 
chiefs were ready to strike. Since he was as firmly resolved to 
possess Danzig as were the Poles to keep it, our final efforts in 
Berlin to avert the fall of the avalanche were in vain. 

The British Government was rightly determined that no 
such uncertainty concerning our action as prevailed in 19 1 4 
should occur. The clearest statement of our intentions was 
made by Lord Halifax at the annual Chatham House dinner 
on June 29. We had assumed obligations and were preparing 
to assume more with full understanding of their consequences. 
“ We know that if the security and independence of other 
countries are to disappear, our own security and our own 
independence will be gravely threatened. We know that, 
if international law and order is to be preserved, we must e 
prepared to fight for its defence. In the past we have always 
stood out against the attempt by any single Power to dominate 
Europe at the expense of the liberties of other nations, an 

British policy is therefore only Mowing the , mev1 ^ f JZ 
of its own history if such an attempt were to be made ag m. 

... In the event of further aggression we o 

our ctrpnoth in fulfilment of our pledges 
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to resist it.” There was no thought of isolating or encircling 
Germany and Italy. Here was the pure milk of the doctrine 
of the Balance of Power. On August 1 j the Foreign Secretary 
advised the Polish Government to make it plain that, pro- 
vided essentials could be secured, they were at all times ready 
to famine the possibility of negotiations over Danzig if 
there was a prospect of success. But we made no attempt to 

persuade Poland to surrender the city. 

A Russo-German pact, explained the Prime Minister in a 
letter to Hitler dated August 22, could not alter our obligation 
to Poland. “ It has been alleged that if H.M.G. had made 
their position more clear in 1914 the great catastrophe would 
have been avoided. Whether or not there is any force in that 
allegation, H.M.G. are resolved that on this occasion there 
shall be no tragic misunderstanding. If the case should arise 
they are resolved and prepared to employ without delay all 
the forces at their command.” Hitler replied that this state- 
ment could not affect his determination to safeguard the 
interests of the Reich. This was his way of saying that 
Dictators cannot climb down. Further exchanges during the 
following days were equally fruitless, and in the early hours 
of September 1 Germany invaded Poland. Two days later 
our treaty pledge was implemented by a declaration of war. 
“ No man,” declared the Prime Minister, “ can say that the 
Government could have done more to try to keep open the 
way for an honourable and equitable settlement of the dispute 
between Germany and Poland. Nor have we neglected any 
means of m akin g it clear to the German Government that, if 
they insisted on using force again in the manner in which they 
had used it in the past, we were resolved to oppose them by 
force.” In September, 1938, there were deep divisions in 
Parliament and the country : in September, 1939, there were 
none. There had been grave doubts in some quarters as to 
the wisdom of our promise to Poland in view of the extreme 
difficulty of rendering effective aid and in the absence of an 
understanding with Russia, but there could be no hesitation 
about keeping our word. In 1938 the question was often 
heard : Why should we fight for Czechoslovakia ? In 1939 
very few voices inquired why we should fight for Danzig. 
Trusting that we should continue to yield, Hitler had struck 
again and again till the brutal attack on Poland caused the cup 
to overflow. For Poland, like Belgium in 1914, was the 
symbol of a conflict in which not only die right of weak nations 



224 BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY, 1919-39 

to live unthreatened lives but the security of the British Empire 
was at stake. Security means more than the defence of our 
possessions against direct attack. It denotes also effective 
resistance to a state which clearly threatens our lives and 
liberties before it becomes too powerful for us to effectively 
resist. 

XIX. Concluding Reflections 

The twenty years between the two great wars form one of the 
most depressing chapters in the history of British diplomacy. 
If our victory had been used with reasonable intelligence, the 
whole story would have been different. The Allies, after 
winning the war, lost the peace. The main problem through- 
out was Germany, the most formidable, industrious and highly 
organized nation in Europe, who was certain to recover her 
strength. It was the task of British and French statesmen to 
avert another catastrophe in one of the only two possible ways. 
The first was the path of reconciliation, implicit in the Fourteen 
Points and eloquently outlined in Mr. Lloyd George’s Memo- 
randum of March 25, 1919* It was in this direction that the 
average easy-going Englishman, when the passions of war 
began to cool, instinctively desired to travel. It would have 
involved such steps as the admission of Germany to the League 
at its foundation or soon after, the fixing of reparation demands 
at an amount capable of being paid within a generation, the 
implementation of Article V 111 of the Covenant concerning 
disarmament, and the return of some colonial territory under 
a mandate. Such a policy would doubtless have been inter- 
preted in some German quarters as evidence of weakness of 
will, yet many millions of Germans, including the majority of 
the manual workers and war-weary veterans, were ready for 
a new deal. Was it beyond the resources of statesmanship to 
guide our old foe along the road of democracy and international 
co-operation, to make the growing generation feel that life 
was not intolerable for the citi2ens of a defeated country . 

The rival policy, favoured by the majority of French" 
and based on the assumption that Germany under any fl 
is an incorrigible offender, consisted in depriving ^ °Mh 
means to agiress, not merely during die first years of peace 

when she was weak from loss of blood, but for ^ 

strength. The tragic events of 1940 have helped 

stand the French demand in 1919 for the permanent contro 
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of the Rhineland and its bridge-heads. The yearning for this 
solid pledge of security was frustrated by the Anglo-American 
veto, and the compensating Anglo-American guarantee co - 
lapsed with the repudiation of Wilson’s signature by his fellow 
countrymen. The vacuum, for which France was not res- 
ponsible, was never filled. During the Locarno quinquennium 
ft seemed as if she was converted to the gospel of reconciliation, 
but the change was only skin deep. Clemenceau spoke of the 
comedy of Locarno and denounced Briand as the leading light 
of French defeatism. Beyond the Rhine the political position 
of Stresemann was equally weak. The League was widely 
regarded in Germany as a “ Committee of Conquerors, and 
the smart of defeat was still very keen. Locarno was a failure, 
not necessarily because it was based on wrong principles but 
because it was not implemented by larger measures of 

conciliation. . . 

If there was too little conciliation during the Weimar era 

to win the average German to the new order, there was too 
little firmness when Hitler came to the helm. Despite his 
first pacific assertions there was no valid reason to . suppose 
that he had renounced the ambitions enshrined in Mein Kampf , 
or that he would fail in due course to use the armaments he 
was piling up. The Fiihrer was young Germany s answer to 
Versailles, his name a symbol of revolt against foreign dictation. 
Austen Chamberlain and W inston Churchill called attention 
to the danger. That the British public was sick of war and 
opposed to expensive rearmament during the early years of 
the Nazi regime was realized and confessed by Mr. Baldwin ; 
but it is part of the responsibility of a Government to see 
further ahead than the man in the street, and to take the nation 
into its confidence on the vital issue of national security. The 
policy of appeasement was honourably meant and energetically, 
though not very skilfully, pursued. It came too late to bear 
fruit, for it was interpreted by the cynical Dictators as a sign 
of weakness which encouraged them to go ahead. Only force, 
or the threat of force, they believed, could win for their peoples 
their place in the sun. If Dr. Rauschnmg’s reports of Hitler’s 
conversations shortly before and shortly after his accession to 
power are substantially correct, there was never a chance of 
satisfying the new Napoleon. None of our Prime Ministers 
or Foreign Secretaries before March 1939, except perhaps Mr. 
Eden, seemed to realize the utter ruthlessness and systematic 
duplicity of the autocrats in Berlin and Rome. “ In dealing 
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with gentlemen,” observed Bismarck, “ I am a gentleman. 
With a corsair I am corsair et demt.” Hitler and Mussolini 
would probably have made friends even without the Abys- 
sinian incident, for both were out for the destruction of the 
status quo ; but the policy of sanctions made their rapproche- 
ment inevitable. After the creation of the Axis it was difficult 
for us, perhaps impossible, to avert war except by continual 
surrenders. When our tardy rearmament campaign at last got 
into its stride its effect was to bring war nearer, for with our 
vast resources our strength was bound to grow rapidly from 
year to year. Hitler and Mussolini, who had long been pre- 
paring for conflict, adjusted their timetables accordingly, and 
struck when their power was at its height. 

The story of two decades outlined in this survey illustrates 
anew the truth of two familiar aphorisms. The first is the 
bitter cry of Oxenstierna, as he surveyed the desolation of the 
Thirty Years’ War : Quantula sapientia mundus regitur. The 
second is the - maxim of Frederick the Great : “ Diplomacy 
without armam ents is like music without instruments.” In 
fairness to the British statesmen who bore the burden and 
heat of the day, we must remember that public opinion was 
divided and confused ; that the Government dared not commit 
us to responsibilities which we might be unable or unwilling 
to fulfil ; that Germany and Russia were never easy to deal 
with ; that our policy had occasionally to be subordinated to 
the fears of France ; that the emergence of Italian colonial 
ambitions was a new complication ; that American aid in the 
reconstruction of Europe was withheld ; and that the conduct 
of inter na tio nal relations is perhaps the most difficult of the 
arts. The tortured peoples craved for a new world without 
knowing how to create it, and no master-builder was at hand. 
The transition from the institutions and ideology of the long 
era of unfettered nationalism to a system of collective security, 
the limi tation of armaments and peaceful change proved too 
great a task to be carried through with a rush. Yet the 
organization of the world, first attempted in the League 0 
Nations, was well worth trying and will assuredly be tried again. 
Such a revolution requires time no less than skill and reso u 
tion, but there is no reason to regard it as beyond the wit or 

man. 



POLITICAL AUTOBIOGRAPHY 

A UTOBIOGRAPHY is one of the most attractive and 
one of the most curious departments of literature. Most 
people like to talk about themselves. Some feel an urge to 
write about themselves— to tell their contemporaries and 
posterity who they are, what they have done, what they have 
tried to do. Non omnis moriar . Ars longa , vita brevis. Exegt 
mnumentum aere perennius. Such familiar tags embody the 
yearning for a longer course than mortality permits. From 
one point of view autobiography is a protest of the human 
spirit against the inexorable limitations of time and space, an 
endeavour to establish contact with a future that we shall 
never see. There is pathos as well as pride in the attempt. 

The most celebrated confessions, such as those of Augustine, 
Rousseau, Casanova, Benjamin Franklin, Gibbon, Goethe, 
Chateaubriand, Newman, Renan and Mill, are records of 
spiritual experience, intellectual development or amorous 
adventure. In a widely different field the significance of a 
man of action may preserve his testimony from oblivion, 
however meagre his inner life and however unskilful his pen. 
Political autobiography is the meeting place between history 
and literature. Yet the mere narration of memorable events is 
no passport to immortality : there must be a revelation of 
personality as well. The best political autobiographies are 
those which most fully reproduce the character, the tempera- 
ment and the outlook of the author. The present survey is 
confined to modern rulers and ministers, makers of history 
who have told their own tale. The onlookers, with Saint- 
Simon at their head, are in another class. 

The first outstanding political autobiography of the modern 
world, which we may roughly date from the opening of the 
sixteenth century, is that of Babur, the founder of the Mogui 
Empire. Though his narrative has reached us in an incom- 
plete form, only covering eighteen of his forty-seven years, it 
is none the less an imposing literary monument, filling two 
large volumes in the admirable edition of Mrs. Beveridge. 
Beginning with his twelfth year, when the precocious boy 
became ruler of Farghana, the record is carried up to the eve 
of his death in i j 30. Unlike most autobiographies, which are 
compiled when the long days draw to a close, Babur’s story is 

227 



228 POLITICAL AUTOBIOGRAPHY 


told while it is going on, sometimes in diary form. As a 
result it is extraordinarily alive. We visualize every aspect of 
the personality of “ the Tiger ” — -his interest in scenery, cities 
and buildings, his devotion to his mother, the temptations of 
the flesh. It is a romantic drama of incessant struggle, of 
hairbreadth escapes, of battle and sudden death. The un- 
studied and almost boyish character of the book adds to its 
charm. Here is no Elder Statesman or embittered exile 


methodically preparing his case for posterity, no political 
testament drawn up for the guidance of a successor. Im- 
pressions of cold, heat and thirst, of grief and gladness, are 
noted as they occur, with little time for reflection or pose. 
“ I have written the plain truth,” he declares. “ I do not set 
these matters down to make known my deserts ; I have set; 
down exactly what occurred.” Be that as it may, the memories 
of Babur, die grandfather of Akbar, preserve the personality 
of one of the most arresting figures in the history of Asia, a 
man of iron, but also of flesh and blood. 

Political autobiography in Europe on the grand scale comes 
in with the seventeenth century. Sully’s apologia was com- 


piled during the long evening of his life which followed the 
murder of Henri IV. Few more unreadable books have been 
written than the hotch-potch known as the Oeconomies Royales, 
the first two volumes of which were set up in his own chateau 
by a printer from Angers. To describe one’s achievements 
in the third person, like Julius Caesar in classical times and 
Henry Adams in our own day, is a rare affectation. But where 
else shall we find a writer addressing himself? That the 
wealthy old statesman should employ secretaries to collect and 
arrange his material was natural enough ; yet why should they 
be made to inform their master, with bows and flatteries, of 
Ws own thoughts and deedr ? “ We have heard you say,” they 
write. We are to imagine him sitting back in his chair and 
listening approvingly to a eulogy of his eventful life, for all 
the world, as one of his biographers remarks, as if it were a 
discours de reception at the French Academy. In the words of 
Sainte-Beuve it is a continuous ovation. The pose is an 
artistic failure, for it draws a curtain between the auth< £ “ 
the reader. In 1745 the Abb6 de L ficluse ttie o ma 
book more readable by taking great liberties with flu; text 
Yet, with all their glaring faults of structure, Sully s memo 
can never be forgotten. There are nuggets m theslag-heap. 
His admiration for the most popular of French kings b 
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brightly, and the story of how the two warriors pulled the 
country together after the torments of civil war can never die. 
He was not a man of genius, perhaps not even a great states- 
man, but he was an excellent administrator. There is little to 
attract us in his heavy, unromantic, severe personality, greedy 
of money and power, loving grandeur and ceremony, which 
looks so drab beside the dazzling colours of his lord. Such a 
man could never be popular. He had many enemies, and 
when Henri IV was dead the Duke’s career was over. He is 
redeemed by his sturdy patriotism, and his feet are planted on 
the solid earth. He fought venality and waste with vigour 
and success. He had learned the lesson expressed in the 
memorable words : “ Pauvre paysan , pauvre royaume, patwre 
royaume, pauvre roi.” The taxpayer, he realized, must not be 

driven too hard. , , 

Sully began his labours on the morrow of his fall and worked 

systematically till the end thirty years later. A wealth of 
material was at his disposal. He had kept a fragmentary 
journal ; he had preserved memoranda on important questions 
discussed in Council, documents which had passed through 
his hands, projects and financial reports. There were over 
three thousand letters, notes on his speeches, conversations 
with the King. Moreover his secretaries had made notes of 
their conversation with him, and not his secretaries alone but 
his doctor and other friends. To separate the gold from the 
dross was beyond the power of a man more used to handling 
the sword than the pen. The result is less an autobiography 
than a voluminous report, materials for history rather than 
history itself. The part of the four secretarial incense-burners 
is fully acknowledged. The memoirs, we are told, are what 
they, who had been employed in various affairs by the Duke, 
knew of his life and what they had learned from his lips. 

Sully’s apologia is above all the story of a historic friendship. 
It is proclaimed even in the cumbrous title : “ Mdmoires des 
sages et royales Economies d’fitat, domestiques, politiques 
et militaires de Henri le Grand, l’exemplaire des rois, le prince 
des vertus, des armes et des lois, le pdte en effet de ses peuples 
frangois ; et des Servitudes utiles, obdissances convenables 
et administrations loyales de Maximilien de Bdthune, l’un des 
plus confidents familiers et utiles soldats et serviteurs du grand 
Mars des Frangois ; dedies k la France, k tous les bons soldats 
et tous peuples frangois.” His father, a Hugenot nobleman, 
presented the boy at the age of eleven to his future master, who 
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was only six years older. The lad made his little speech 
promising fidelity and obedience. “ Ce que vous lui jursltes 
en si beaux termes,” write the well-trained secretaries, “ avec 
tant de grace et d’assurance, et un ton de voix si agrdable 
qu’il con^ut d£s lors de bonnes espdrances de vous ; et vous 
ayant relev£, car vous 6tiez & genoux, il vous embrassa deux 
fois et vous dit qu’il admirait votre gentillesse.” The pledge 
was kept in peace and war. Sully became not only the comrade 
in arms, the Minister of Finance, the Master of the Artillery, 
but the friend and counsellor of “ the greatest monarch of all 
time,” consulted on everything, trusted in everything, never 
hesitating to differ in case of need. “ When you cease to 
contradict me,” remarked Henri IV, “ I shall believe you have 
ceased to love me.” When the King became a Catholic on 
the utilitarian ground that Paris was worth a mass. Sully 
remained faithful to his Protestant upbringing. The friend- 
ship remained unaffected, and indeed Sully, who was naturally 
consulted, advised the step. The manly virtues of his master 
shine the more brightly in contrast to his predecessor Henri 
Id, who appears as a contemptible weakling, with his little 
dogs in a basket suspended from his neck. The change from 
the Valois to the Bourbons was a blessing for France, at any 


rate for the time. 

Sully’s memoirs, like other examples of its class, must be 
read with a critical eye, for even the most august personages 
are up to all manner of tricks. It was natural enough that he 
should exaggerate his military exploits during the hectic years 
when his master was fighting for the throne ; that he should 
exalt his ministerial rble ; that he should leave his collaborators 
in shadow, even when he does not single them out for attack; 
that he should enlarge the figures in his dealings with finance. 
Bu it was going rather far to invent a mission to Queen 
ELbeTi/.toT, and to attribute to his master the Grand 
Dessein , one of the earliest projects for the permanent organiza- 
tion of Europe after the destruction of the hegemony of the 
House of Austria. The motive was clear enough, for the more 
illustrious its presumed author, the more attcnUonwas 
likely to arouse ; but it cost scholars time and kbourto 
establish its paternity. We are still waiting for a critical 
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there is a world of difference between 

ministers. The former had decades 
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of enforced idleness to prepare his case, the latter died 
in harness at the age of fifty-seven. That he desired to tell 
his story and collected material for the purpose is scarcely m 
doubt. But how much of the vast corpus which bears his 
name is really his ? Not until our own time was it possible 
to suggest an answer, and even now the experts are not 
unanimous. The interest in the greatest of French statesmen 
aroused by Hanotaux’s monumental though unfinished 
biography forty years ago led to the project of a critical 
edition of the memoirs under the auspices of the French 
Academy. The result is before us in ten stately volumes, 
covering the first twenty years of the reign of Louis XIII. 
Three supplementary volumes discuss the material from various 

points of view. , . 

“ Memoirs” is a misleading term, and it was not the choice 

of Richelieu himself. His plan was to produce a history of 
the reign of the monarch whom he served, but in the literal 
sense it is not his work. There are traces of his hand in the 
early portions, when he relates events or conversations in the 
first person; but his direct interventions diminish as we 
advance, and in the later volumes they disappear. We have 
to deal, not with a personal record, but with materials collected 
for a special purpose, like the papers of Crispi and Stresemann 
in our own time. Richelieu's own projected title appears to 
have been “ L’histoire du roi.” Batiffol, the accomplished 
historian of Louis XIII, argues that though his papers were 
used by his secretaries after his death, he knew nothing of 
the plan. Other experts, with Hanotaux at their head, pro- 
nounce it an authentic work, based on documents from his 
Cabinet and carried out by his secretaries with his direct 
collaboration. Passages may well have been dictated and 
larger portions revised. The founder of the Acad&we 
Frangaise was a ready writer and he thirsted for literary fame. 
Occasionally we seem to get nearer to the man himself, but it 
is only for a moment. 'Hiere are no piquant revelations, no 
bistoriettes of the type beloved by his contemporaries. It is a 
severe, unadorned story, almost entirely in the third person. 
It can never become popular, for it is too long and too im- 
personal. Yet no student of seventeenth century France can 
ignore its claims, for the writers stood very near to the events 
they describe. We get closer to the great Cardinal in his 
Testament Politique , published in 1687, which reveals, not what 
he accomplished, but the spirit in which he worked. 
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While Sully and Richelieu are almost lost behind a barrage 
of secretaries. Cardinal de Retz wrote every line with his own 
hand. France is the classic land of memoirs, and no French 
political apologia has been so widely read as that of the 
brilliant and cynical adventurer Paul de Gondi. When he 
was an extinct volcano, his imprisonments and exile only a 
bitter memory, he employed his unwelcome leisure in etching 
the period of confusion between the death of Richelieu and 
the majority of Louis XIV. First published in 1717, die book 
won instantaneous success and passed through twenty editions 
before the Oeuvres du Cardinal de R/f% in the magnificent series 
Les Grand Bcrivains de la France began to appear in 1870. 
His scintillating narrative of the Fronde coloured historical 
writings till the middle of the nineteenth century, when Bazin, 
the first critical historian of Louis XIII and Mazarin, roundly 
asserted that the celebrated Memoirs contained hardly any 
truth. That this sweeping verdict overshot the mark was 
pointed out by Sainte-Beuve. Like most other political 
autobiographers de Retz invents freely, omits or twists vital 
facts, exaggerates his rdle and blackens his enemies. He is a 
voluble witness pleading his case in court, not a judge seated 
on the bench. Yet it is precisely in such personal narratives, 
with the dust of conflict on the writer’s hands, that we re- 
capture the hectic atmosphere of the time. Here is a first-class 
story-teller, who knew all die celebrities of his time and paints 
diem with their warts. His Memoirs, like those of St. Simon, 
are too long and in parts too detailed to be read through 
except by historical students, but they contain many a brilliant 
scene. We watch die chief actors on the stage from day to 
day and sometimes from hour to hour. 

One of the reasons of his enduring popularity is his aston- 
ishing frankness. A defence of his political conduct is com- 
bined with a complacent revelation of his personal vices. 
“ Madam,” he begins, “ I obey your command, in writing 
my life, at the expense of my reputation. I shall conceal 
nothing.” The “ only begetter ” was almost certainly the 
immaculate Mme de S£vign6, the devoted friend of his 
dignified old age, who described him as “ notre bon Cardinal. 
Forced into the Church, like Talleyrand, by ambitious rela- 
tives, he admits that he was “l’ame peut-etre la moins 
ecctesiastique du monde. Je ne pouvois passer de galanterie. 
Mcs occupations eccl£siastiques £taient diversifies et 6gayces 
par d’autres, qui dtoient un peu plus agrdables.” The reader 
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is plunged straight into a world 1 of duels debts and amorous 
intrigues. There are no blushes on the cheeks of this ecclesi- 
wtical Don Juan. While still a young man he found himself 
Coadjutor, or, as we should say, Suffiragan of the Archbishop 
of Paris a promotion which raised a troublesome problem of 
casuistry. “ I found the Archbishopric degraded by my uncle, 
and I was not blind to the insurmountable difficulties in myself. 

T was not unaware that a certain moral standard is expected 
from a bishop, and that the scandalous life of my uncle made 
it more indispensable for me than for others. At the same 
time I felt myself incapable of attaining it. So I decided to do 
evil deliberately— the worst offence before God and the wisest 
course before men. ... I resolved to fulfil scrupulously all the 
duties of my profession, and to be as asdous for *e wttfam 
of others as I would be wicked for myself. He became an 
Archbishop in spite of himself, but he asked and obtained the 
Cardinal’s hat. One of his many liaisons was particularly 
stormy, he seizing the lady by the throat, she hurling a 
chandelier at his head. Some monks were employed to make 
copies of the Memoirs, and when they Protested at certain 
passages the author blandly replied: Allezl Allez! J ai fait 
cela, ainsi point de honte de le dire.” Despite tins serene 
effr ontery, several pages have been tom out of the original 
man uscript in the Biblioth&jue Nationale, nobody knows y 

It is an entertainment to wander through his picture gallery. 
“ Richelieu,” he declares in a pungent phrase, “ leaned to the 
good whenever his interests did not draw him towards evil. 
The great Cardinal, we may remark in passing, had observed 
prophetically of the young man: Voili un dangereux esprit l 
Mazarin is painted with more malice and elaboration than any 
of the principal actors, for the two slippery Italians fought 
each other for power during the long confusion of the Fronde. 
u On ne peut esp^rer du repos 14 oil cet homme sera, 
declared the Cardinal, and de Retz was filled with contemp- 
tuous detestation of his foe. He set up to be a second Riche- 
lieu, but he had nothing of him except the impudence of 
imitation. He mocked at religion. He promised everything 
because he had no wish to fulfil his promises. He had a brain 
but no soul. Un vilain coeur l Richelieu treated France like 
a quack with violent remedies, which wore out the body. 
Mazarin, like an inexperienced doctor, enfeebled the country 
with bleedings. France fell into lethargy, and he mistook this 
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false tranquillity for health. Paris sighed and fell into con- 
vulsions. The rather colourless Queen, who called de Retz a 
very wicked man, is naturally regarded as a foe, though he 
was quite ready to take Mazarin’s place at her side if the wheel 
of fortune swung towards him. Gaston, Duke of Orleans 
uncle of the young King, is dismissed as a coward whose 
dominant passion was fear. Cond 6 , the best of a bad lot 
excites admiration as a soldier, a fine heart and mind, but he 
was too impatient and had too little judgment to be a states- 
man. “ If he had carried out his good intentions with prudence 
he would have restored the state, perhaps for centuries. 
Equally, if he had had evil intentions, he could have done 
anything, have been a greater Guise, at a time when the King 
was a minor, the Queen obstinate, Orleans feeble, Mazarin 
not up to his task, the people undisciplined, the Parlements 
factious.” Among the ladies of the Fronde Mme de Longue- 
ville and Mme de Chevreuse, stand out most clearly. If we 
are to judge by the testimony of de Retz, the main occupations 
of the aristocracy in the middle decades of the seventeenth 
century were gallantry and political intrigue. 

When the Regent Orleans, learning that die Memoirs of de 
Retz were about to appear, asked d’Argenson, the Lieutenant 
of Police, what effect the book would have, he received the 
reply : “ Nothing to worry about, Sir. The frankness with 
which he speaks of himself, his faults, his failure, will not 
encourage any one to imitate him.” The bom Frondeur, the 
artist in intrigue, had not made a success of his life, and he 
knew it. The attempt of the Fronde to limit the power of the 
Crown was premature. Benjamin Constant compared him to 
Machiavelli in his frank acceptance of the baseness of human 
nature, and Chesterfield pronounced his political reflections 
the only just and practical maxims he had ever read. Yet he 
was a gambler not a statesman. Loving adventure even more 
than power, he never reached and never deserved to reach the 
highest place, though for a brief space he was a maker of 
history. These full-blooded volumes help us to understand 
how necessary it was for Louis XIV to restore the prestige o 
the Monarchy after the crown had been kicked about m the 


8tr <One evening in 1714, the last year of his life, Le R01 Soldi 
sent the Due de Noailles to fetch papers from his Cabmet, 
written in his own hand, which he desired to bum. 
some of them concerning persons had been destroye , 
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Duke begged his master for the rest. In 1 806 this and other 
material, which had been returned to the Rc yal Library in 1749, 
appeared in six volumes with the title Oeuvres de L/>uis XI V . 
The importance of this incorrect and incomplete edition was 
not properly recognized, and as a publisher s venture they 
ST&ilL. Though Chateaubriand declared that die 
Memoirs vrould increase the author’s renown, and that 
Louis XIV did not cease to be Louis le Grand, little attention 
was paid to them till 1852, when Sainte-Beuve wrote two 
appreciative Causeries du Lundi , A few years later, in i860, 
Charles Dreyss produced a critical edition of the Mmoires at 
Louts XIV pour V instruction du Dauphin in two substantial 
volumes, with an elaborate Introduction and copious notes, 
which at once took its place among the indispensable authon- 
tics on die longest and most illustSous reign in the history of 
France. The most important parts were published two 
generations after Dreyss by Jean Longnon, whose work 
appeared in English in 1924 as A King’s Us sons in Statecraft. 

The Memoirs are only a fragment, for they begin with the 
young King’s assumption of control after the death of Mazarin 
and end with the Treaty of Aix la Chapelle in 1668. Though 
the royal author frequently addresses his infant son, this was 
little more than a pose, for the object was to glorify himself. 
By far the fullest portion of the narrative is the account of the 
years 1666-1668, which was written first and was followed by 
a brief sketch of die years 1660— 1665 , of which only the account 
of 1661 and a fragment of 1662 survive. The Memoirs were 
carefully compiled, and were intended to be a handbook for 
rulers as well as a historical record. They were worked up 
from brief diary notes in die King’s hand, several of which 
have survived, into a journal partially dictated by him, and 
finally into the still fuller version enriched by reflections on 
policy and morals. Even then the text was revised three times, 
and there are corrections on the first draft in the royal hand. 
Colbert supplied some material, but the chief editor was 
P£rigny, the King’s reader and the tutor of the Dauphin, who 
died in 1670. The sketch of the years 1660-j was mainly 
composed by Pellisson in 1 670—1 . Thus the whole work was 
written very close to the events it described. 

The main interest of this calm and dignified narrative is the 
revelation of the King’s character and ideology. He is fully 
justified in depicting himself as the real ruler of the Kingdom, 
and as a jealous guardian of the prestige of the crown, for he 



2)6 POLITICAL AUTOBIOGRAPHY 

had a lofty conception of his duties. He was a hard worker 
as is fully recognized by Lavisse, the best authority on the 
reign. He was indeed much more than a lover of war and 
women, for he held all the threads of government firmly in 
his hands. He realized how much was rightly expected of a 
powerful autocrat and is prodigal of advice to his heir. Here 
are a few of the royal maxims. “ It is essential for princes to 
master their resentments. ... In thinking how to injure 
someone who has troubled us we may injure ourselves. . . . 
For the vain satisfaction of giving rein to our anger we often 
sacrifice the opportunity of securing solid advantages. . . . 
Exercising a God-given function we must appear incapable 
of the agitations which might lower the standard. ... If it is 
true that our heart, knowing its frailty, is conscious of the 
emotions of the common herd, our reason ought at least to 
conceal them directly they injure the public good for which 
alone we are bom. ... A King must firmly hold die balance 
between the many people who try to tilt it to their side. So 
many pay court to us for personal reasons under specious 
phrases. You cannot satisfy every one. Do not judge the 
equity of the claim by the vigour with which it is pressed, 
either by the petitioners themselves or their backers. The 
result of the decision is more important than the merits of the 
claimant. The greatest king would soon ruin himself if he 
granted everything to deserving people. Those of our rank 
are never pardoned, and therefore we must weigh our words. . . 
Kings are absolute lords and have full disposition of all 
property, secular and ecclesiastical ; use them according to 
the needs of the state. . . . Never hurry. Take long views. 
The King must know everything. Empires are only preserved 
by the same means as they are created, namely vigour, vigilance, 

and work.” 

The Memoirs of 1 667 are less full and important than those 
of the preceding year, but they contain an interesting passage 
which was omitted from the final version. Princes, he reflects, 
live in glass houses. “ Vous devez conclure, mon fils, qu’un 
souverain ne sauroit mener une vie trop sage et trop innocente , 
que pour rdgner heureusement et glorieusement, ce n est pas 
assez de donner ordre aux affaires g6n£rales si nous ne rdglon s 
aussi nos propres mceurs.” He had had a daughter by e 
La Valliere and felt it right to recognize the child by the grant 
of a title to the mother. “ I could have passed over this 
attachment as a bad example ; but after drawing lessons from 
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the failings of others I could not deprive you of those you 
could learn from mine. The Prince should always be a 
perfect model of virtue, all the more because he lives in a glass 
house. If, however, we fall into temptation in spite of our- 
selves, we must at any rate observe two precautions which 1 
have always done. First that the time we give to our hat son 
should never be to the prejudice of our affairs, because our 
first object should always be the preservation of our glory and 
authority, which can only be done by steady toil. Secondly, 
and more difficult to practise, that in giving our heart we 
must remain absolute master of our mind, that we separate the 
endearments of the lover from the resolution of the sovereign ; 
for the influence of a mistress is much more dangerous than 


of a favourite.” . , 

The brief record of 1668 only exists m one version, and 

there are neither feuilkts nor journal with which to compare 
it. The Memoirs of 1661-2 describe the anarchy left by the 
Fronde and the means by which the young ruler quickly pulled 
the country together. Throughout the Memoirs there is 
singularly little reference to anyone except himself. Having 
decided not to have a First Minister, but to know, see and do 
everything himself, he merely required executants of his will 
such as Lion ne and Colbert. He writes gratefully of his 
mother. “ Her vigorous defence of my crown during my 
minority was a mark of her affection and virtue. . • • J saw 
her several times a day, not as a duty but as a pleasure. e 
pays a friendly tribute to his neglected Queen but has no 
words of praise for his brother. The whole work breathes 
the robust conviction that absolute monarchy is the best form 
of government and that the author is the ideal ruler, a blessing 
to his country and a model for his son. If the incense which 
he piles on his own altar becomes a little oppressive we may 
remember that even St. Simon, who had no love for the 
ageing monarch, confessed : il itait ni bon et juste* 

The two greatest political apologias of the modern world, 
those of Clarendon and Bismarck, are the fruits of misfortune. 
We listen eagerly to their version of earth-shaking events, to 
their comments on friends and foes, to their, reflections on the 
art of government. Unlike most political apologias, Claren- 
don’s records were written at different times. Directly the 
first civil war was over Edward Hyde fled to the Scilly Isles 
and then to Jersey. The first seven books of the History of the 
Rebellion , and fragments of the eighth, bringing the story 
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down to the opening of 1644, were written between 1646 and 
1648. They were not intended for publication, but for the 
King and his advisers, not merely as a record of events but as 
a manual of political doctrine. His purpose was to tell his 
story “ lest posterity may be deceived/’ to show why CWU., j 
had lost his throne and how it could be regained. 

Hyde was particularly well equipped for his task. He had 
started his public career as a member of the Opposition 
angered, like the great majority of the members of the Long 
Parliament, by the abuses of personal government He was 
never much drawn to Charles I, and he deplored his readiness 
to listen to evil counsellors, Buckingham above all. When, 
however, as the struggle developed, Pym and the Parliamen- 
tary leaders claimed executive control, the founder of the Tory 
party took his stand for the cause of limited monarchy and 
championed it to the end. Like Mirabeau he believed that it 
was die best form of government, and argued that, when 
the abuses of autocracy had been swept away, his clear duty 
was to support the King. In this early draft the young 
lawyer remains almost entirely in the background, content to 
vindicate the party of moderate Royalists to which he belonged. 

Why Hyde left his narrative a torso during the long years 
of exile aind leisure we do not know. A secoqd and final mis- 
fortune provided the stimulus to its completion. When he 
fled to France at the end of 1667, after ruling England with a 
rather heavy hand since the Restoration, he left his manu- 
scripts and papers behind. Instead of continuing the detailed 
narrative after an interruption of twenty years, he now wrote 
the story of his life down to 1660, covering some of the old 
ground but dwelling at length on his early years. The lack of 
documents proved a blessing for literature by compelling him 
to trust to his memory. The Autobiography, composed 
mainly for his children, reveals the author and die friends of 
his early manhood in vivid colours. His style is cumbrous 
and his sentences are often too long, but it possesses a certain 
massive strength. There is no finer portrait gallery in exis- 
tence than these elaborate studies, with the incomparable 
Falkland in the place of honour. The History of the Rebellion 
is the vindication of his party, the autobiography the vindica- 
tion of himself. If, like other autobiographers, he sometimes 
flatters himself, he was free from vanity ; he admits fai - 
ings, and the picture is fairly true to life. The book, or 
which a critical edition is sorely needed, is as superior to 
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the history in artistic skill as it is inferior in historical value. 

At first the was allowed no communications with his 
country, but in 1671 one of his sons was permitted a visit to 
France ’ and he brought with him the manuscript of the 
uncompleted history. The old statesman now resolved to 
complete the narrative and to prepare the whole of his testi- 
mony for publication. He grafted portions of his remi- 
niscences into the earlier work, adding to it the continuation 
of the story down to the Restoration transplanted therefrom. 
To piece die two together he wrote the eighth book and parts 
of the ninth, with a few additions here and there. The final 
version was published in 1702, a generation after his death, 
and it should be read in the scholarly edition of Macray, which 
indicates when each passage was written. The continuation 
of the autobiography, covering the first seven years of the 
Restoration, was not included, for a History of the Rebellion 

had to end in 1660. 

So long as Englishmen retain their interest in the con- 
stitutional struggles to which we owe most of our liberties. 
Clarendon will be remembered and read, dull though he often 
is. Yet we no longer watch the moving drama through his 
spectacles or indeed through those of any of his contempo- 
raries. For a century and a quarter his testimony held its place 
as the supreme authority, and it received a new lease of life 
from the more readable narrative of the Tory Hume. Not 
till the middle decades of the nineteenth century was it 
realiaed, with the aid of Hallam and Macaulay, Carlyle and 
Gardiner, how superficial as well as how partisan it was. 
Puritanism and its spokesmen were beyond the imaginative 
range of Anglican lawyer, in whose nature there was some- 
thing rather hard and dry. In die words of Firth, the fairest 
as well as the most learned of his critics, it is a history of a 
religious revolution in which the religious element is omitted. 
He despised what the eighteenth century used to call en- 
thusiasm. The Vandyck of the pen failed utterly when 
Cromwell, a practical mystic, was in the sitter’s chair, for he 
saw before him only “ a brave bad man.” The heights and 
depths of the soul were to him a sealed book. Yet the Whig 
attack was carried too far. Ranke helped to redress the 
balance, and in the pages of Mr. Feiling’s History of the Tory 
Forty Clarendon came into his own again. To-day we read 
him on the one side as we read the memoirs of Ludlow, the 
letters and speeches of Cromwell, and the pamphlets of 
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Lilburne on the other, able at length to understand men of 
character and principle in different camps who never under- 
stood each other. 


The eighteenth century is weak in political autobiographies 
compared with the seventeenth and nineteenth. Its most 
substantial legacy is the survey of his wars by Frederick the 
Great. “ Whenever I have a few moments to spare,” he 
confessed, “ I am seized by the itch to write. I cannot resist 
this frivolous pleasure, which occupies me, diverts me, and 
makes me fitter for work.” Writing, indeed, next to con- 
versation with Voltaire and other French intellectuals, was 
the chief relaxation of the first servant of the state. Every 
word of the thirty volumes in the collection of his writings 
published by order of Frederick William IV is in French, though 
his political correspondence is in German. In this faithful 
version even his grammatical errors are reproduced. 

The King compiled a record of the first Silesian war direcdy 
it was ended by the Treaty of Breslau in 174a, hut little of 
this narrative remains. After the Treaty of Dresden he 
described the second Silesian war, rewrote the story of the 
first, and added a sketch of Prussian history, describing the 
whole work as Histoire de Brandebourg. Twenty years later, 


after a longer and fiercer struggle, he wrote the history of the 
Seven Years War, based on hts own annual surveys of the 
campaign, and prefaced by a sketch of the intervening decade 
of peace. Later on the taking of West Prussia in the first 
partition of Poland stimulated him to describe events after the 
peace of 1763. Moreover he now resolved to rewrite the 
history of the first Silesian wars, and chose for the whole series 
of his historical memoirs the title Histoire de mm Temps. Still 
later, after the Treaty of Teschen, he wrote on die War of the 
Bavarian Succession, connecting it with the earlier narratives 
by a sketch of the years 1775-8 and reshaping the earlier 

version of events from the peace of 1763* 

The Oeuvres Historiques fill the first seven volumes of the 
collected works. Only the first, the History of the House of 
Brandenburg, which may be regarded as an introduction to the 
history of Us own reign, was published during the author s 
life, though with many omissions. The record of his own 
acUevement, wUch fills five volumes, was intended for U 
successor, not for publication ; yet he too as mu 
over Us task as if it were going straight to the « 

“ Though tUs is destined to remain buried in the dust of the 
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aichives,” he wrote in 1775, “I do not want it to be badly 
written/’ Despite the unceasing revisions, he talked better 
than he wrote. His style is clear but colourless and un- 
distinguished. It is a narrative of public events in which the 
personality of the principal actor is not obtruded, though he 
sometimes lashes out at his foes. Two volumes are devoted 
to the first Silesian wars, two to the Seven Years War, one to 
the Polish and Bavarian episodes of his later life. The Hi store 
de mon Temps , published immediately after his death, did not 
altogether please his brother Prince Henry and other per- 
formers on the stage. Yet the royal author also criticizes 
himself. He confesses to occasional errors both as soldier 
and statesman. There are of course the usual mistakes in 
dates and figures, and the busiest man in Europe wrote too 
quickly. But he earns our gratitude for describing momentous 

events so fully from his own point of view. ^ 

Frederick had a lofty conception of the historian s task. 1 
have risen above all prejudices,” he writes in the preface to 
the Memoirs of the House of Brandenburg. “ I have regarded 
princes, kings and relatives as ordinary men.” The eulogies 
of the ’ Great Elector and Frederick William I— une ame 
laborieuse dans un corps robuste — are balanced by his indict- 
ment of the extravagance and irresponsibility of King Fred- 
erick I. That his father was the terror of his family we are not 
told j we hear only the best. " He left 66,000 soldiers, a full 
treasury, and all his affairs in marvellous order. In the 
preface to the Uistoire de mon Temps Frederick claims to be 
equally truthful. “ Many have written history, but few have 
told the truth. I shall advance nothing without proofs. I 
shall not conceal the immortal glory won by many officers in 
my campaigns. I dedicate this feeble essay as a monument of 
my gratitude. I write for posterity, so I shall write without 
concealments. I shall only speak of myself when I must. 
i€ Ce n’est cjue la fortune cjui decide de la reputation j celui 
qu’elle favorise est applaudi, celui qu’elle dedaigne est blamd. 

These lofty resolutions are fairly well carried out. The tone 
is calm and impersonal, though there is an occasional flash. 
No one, we are told, had so many clothes, laces, boots, shoes 
and slippers as Count Briihl : only with such a prince as 
Augustus II of Saxony could such a man be the chief Minister. 
The “ unheard of perfidy 99 of England under Bute is angrily 
denounced, and in old age he lectures Joseph II precisely as 
he himself had been denounced in his youth. “ The enthusi- 
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asm of the young Caesar for war sprang from the false i<Va s 
he had of glory. He thought that to make a noise in the world, 
to invade provinces, to extend his empire and co mman d 
armies was enough to win reputation.” Mutato nomine de te 
fabula narrator. The rape of Silesia is defended on the ground 
that it was necessary to give signs of vigour and resolution 
at the beginning of his reign in order to win respect for his 
nation. There is no loud boasting, but there is pride in his 
work. He was a soldier by necessity, not by taste. In de- 
scribing the recovery of Prussia after the Seven Years War he 
remarks that all the Powers were almost equally exhausted. 
The King of Prussia alone had ready money because he always 
had a year’s supply in advance. Whatever may be thought of 
some of his methods, he deserves his title of Frederick die 
Great, and he emerges a bigger man from Koser’s monumental 
biography than from Carlyle’s prolix glorification. In Napo- 
leon’s phrase, he was greatest at the worst moments. 

When his formidable contemporary, Catherine the Great, 
passed away in 1795, her private papers were examined by her 
son, the Emperor Paul. A sealed envelope was found, bearing 
the words, “ To his Imperial Highness, the Czarewich and 
Grand Duke Paul, my dearly loved son,” and containing re- 
miniscences of her early life written in French in her own hand. 
They were published in London in 1 8 5 9 by Alexander Herzen 
from one of the few copies which had circulated in secret. 
The story breaks off in the middle of a sentence in 1759, when 
the wife of the heir to the throne was thirty. Fragment though 
it is, it fills a substantial volume, and its intimate revelations 
give it a place of its own. From internal evidence it appears 
to have been written at long intervals or at any rate revised 


in later life. . , . _ 

The little princess of Anhalt-Zerbst, transplanted to Russia 

at die age of fourteen and married in her sixteenth year, 
adapted herself to her unfamiliar environment with extra- 
ordinary courage. She quickly learned Russian; she r^d 

Plato and Tacitus, Montesquieu, Bayle, and above all Voltaue, 
she submitted dutiftilly to the instructions of the unattractive 
Empress Elizabeth ; she bore with her drunken, brutal, 

ftbLg, brainless, childish unfaithful husb^d ; she rade 
herself agreeable to everybody, trying to disarm hostility 
where she could not win affection. It is a repulsive story o 

primitive savagery, of dirt and coM, , ° * ^ ote it ali 

Grafts le Reuse et vous tromrr. z le Tartars. She bore 
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because she was endowed with exuberant vitality and steeled 
by a vast ambition. Her husband, she confesses in a revealing 
phtiSCj was nothing to her, but not so the throne of Russia. 
“L’ambition seule me soutenait. . . . En entrant enRussie jc 
m’&ais dit : Je r^gnerai seule ici.” When he left the room 
after his insufferable prattle, the dullest book seemed a delight. 
Occasionally we read of tears, more often of gaiety, dances 
and adventures. “ Je ne me suis jamais crue extremement 
belle, mais je plaisais.” Serge Soltikoff, the first of her score 
of lovers, was a welcome diversion. Her husband, recognizing 
her intellectual superiority, called her Mme la Ressource. 
“ Si je ne comprends pas les choses moi-meme, ma femme 
comprend tout.” When the impossible Peter III was murdered 
soon after his accession, the calculating young widow entered 
on die decades of authority to which she had looked forward 
so eagerly, holding her own with the leading actors on the 
European stage. Her fragmentary memoirs are a valuable 
contribution to our knowledge of the atmosphere of the 
Russian Court ; but their enduring interest is the development 
of a masterful being who combined the brain of a philosopher, 
the will of a bom ruler, and the frailties of an oversexed woman. 

Except for the war of 1914-1918, no event in history has 
produced so many autobiographies as the French Revolution 
and the Napoleonic Empire to which it gave birth. So keen 
was the appetite for this class of literature that a number of 
spurious works, such as the memoirs of Fouchd, were flung 
on the market. To this period belong the first political 
apologias by women, and that of Mme Roland in particular 
quivers with passionate life. Yet none of the protagonists in 
the most moving drama of modem times has left an autobio- 
graphy, for most of them perished by the guillotine before 
they reached middle life. 

Napoleon, like many lesser actors, had ample leisure to 
posture for posterity. He began to dictate reminiscences on 
the ship which bore him to exile, and at St. Helena he dictated 
to Las Casas, Gourgaud or Montholon for hours at a time. 
The Letters from the Cape of Good Hope , published in an English 
translation in 1817, were the first attempt to' restore contact 
with the outer world. Nominally written by an Englishman, 
they were in fact dictated by Napoleon, or at any rate composed 
under his eye and secretly despatched to London. British 
sympathy, he hoped, might be aroused by the story of his 
sufferings. The Oeuvres de Napolion fill volumes 29-32 of the 



244 


POLITICAL AUTOBIOGRAPHY 


edition of his correspondence published under the auspices 
of Napoleon III. Three volumes contain his memoirs and 
the Letters from the Cape , while the fourth discusses the 
campaigns of great soldiers. There was no intention of telling 
the whole story of his life, and the selections were governed 
by a transparent plan. No political apologia has had such a 
directly practical aim. The prisoner of Elba had regained his 
throne : might there not be a second resurrection ? Eagerly 
scanning the news of the royalist reaction in France, he deter- 
mined to pose as the soldier of the Revolution, the standard- 
bearer of the ideas of 1789. When a deadly disease gripped 
him he worked no longer for himself but for his son. The 
last and not the least of his triumphs was to create the Napo- 
leonic legend, which in turn, with the aid of other influences 
and accidents, created the Second Empire. “ The Bourbons 
will not remain,” he declared a fortnight before his death ; “ my 
son will reach the throne.” The King of Rome died a few 
years after his father, but a nephew stood ready to fill the gap. 

The first of the three volumes describes the early exploits 
of Toulon, Italy, Egypt and Syria ; the second brings the 
story through Brumaire to Marengo and the Concordat. 
The narrator then jumps right over the Empire, returning to 
earth at Elba 2nd ending with Waterloo. At first sight it 
seems curious that he should omit the glories of Austerlitz, 
Jena and Friedland, and close on the note of catastrophic 
defeat. But there is a method in the madness. Hoping that 
Louis XVIII would be overthrown by the Left, he desired to 
appear as its champion. While the Bourbons represented the 
nobles and the priests, he had represented the masses. Re- 
membering the Terror and the Directory, he had not wished 
the people to seize power, but he had been a popular ruler. 
He found France in chaos : he gave her order and glory, 
nationality, religion and domestic peace. The spirit, if not 
the forms, of democracy had prevailed, for the humblest 
citizen could rise to the highest place. The Hundred Days 
symbolized the preference of France for a Liberal Empire 
over the ancien rigime. Waterloo was an unlucky accident 
due. not to the Emperor, but to the blunders of Grouchy and 
Ney. In the conversations at St. Helena the falle 
occasionally admitted mistakes : in his dictated apologia nev«. 

The most brilliant of Napoleon’s lieutenants and one * 
the most dazzling figures in French history left memoi 
which have added 6 little to his stature. Talleyrand s decision 
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that they were not to appear till thirty years after his death 
whetted the appetite of the public. On the death of the 
Duchesse de Dino, his niece and literary executor, in 1862 
they passed into the hands of Bacourt, who imposed a further 
delay of twenty years. Dying in 1865 he left the papers to 
two other men who died before publication. What would the 
Bishop of Autun have to say about the aticien regime , the member 
of the States General about the Revolution, the Foreign 
Minister about the Directory, the man who helped to make 
Brumaire about the First Consul and the Empire, the octo- 
genarian Ambassador about the Monarchy of Louis Philippe ? 
It was an anti-climax when the Due de Broglie published the 
five volumes in 1891-2, fifty-three years after the author’s death. 
Half the work consisted of official despatches. Since the 
narrative part fell so far short of expectations, since no reasons 
for the long delay were apparent in the text, and since the 
manuscript was in Bacourt’s writing, doubts as to its authen- 
ticity were expressed by Aulard and other scholars of repute. 
Bacourt described it as “ the only authentic and complete copy 
of the Memoirs, made by me from the mss., dictation and 
copy.” But where were the originals ? Sorel’s contention 
that there had never been an original version was at any rate 
partially disproved when Lacour-Gayet, in the course of 
researches for his great biography, discovered about a 
hundred pages in Talleyrand’s hand, dealing with Napoleon’s 
treatment of Spain. Comparison of the new with the old 
version led to two important results. Firstly, they were 
sufficiently alike to establish the authenticity of Bacourt’s 
work. Secondly, the number of small changes and omissions 
indicated that Bacourt, doubtless at the instigation of the 
Duchesse de Dino, took unwarranted liberties with the text. 
Examples are given in the fourth volume of Lacour-Gayet, 
who goes so far as to say that the work should be called the 
Memoirs of Talleyrand-Bacourt, 

Talleyrand helped even more in the overthrow than in the 
making of Napoleon, and he was mainly responsible for the 
restoration of Louis XVIII ; yet he was deeply distrusted by 
the royalists and was soon out of office. He settled down to 
compile his memoirs in 1816, always bearing in mind the 
chances of a return. The first volume brings the story down 
to 1809 ; the second and part of the third describe his activities 
in die first and second restorations and the Congress of Vienna, 
the crowning moment of his career. The blunders of Charles 
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tie veteran back to the stage again, an 


The last two and a half volumes contain 



e. 


in England, but the detailed record of his Indian Summer is 
no consolation for the calculated meagreness of the story of 

his prime. 

The note of the book was struck in a declaration of 1836 
which was appended to the will of 1834. “ Je rdfldchis long- 
temps et je m’arrdtai k l’id6e de servir la France, comme France, 
dans quelque situation qu’elle fdt : dans toutes il y avait 
quelque bien k faire. Aussi ne me fais je aucun reproche 
d’avoir servi tous les regimes depuis le Directoire jusqu’i 
l’^poque oh j’^cris. . . . Passer de l’£tat dans lequel dtait la France 
au regime royal 6tait impossible. II fallait des regimes inter- 
mediaires. . . . Je servais done Bonaparte Empereur, comme 
je l’avais servi Consul : je le servis avec d^vouement, tant que 
je pus croire qu’il 6tait lui-meme d£vou6 uniquement k la 
France. Mais d£s que je le vis commencer les entreprises 
r^volutionnaires qui l’ont perdu, je quittai le ministfcre, ce 
qu’il ne m’a jamais pardonnd. In the course of his work he 
returns to this theme again and again. “ I loved Napoleon 
despite his faults. At first I felt drawn to him by the magnetism 
of his genius. I enjoyed his glory and the rays which fell on 
his collaborators. I served lim with devotion and loyally 
told him the truth. I have never conspired except when I had 
the majority of Frenchmen as my accomplices and sought 
with them the welfare of the country .... If I made mistakes, 

I always loved France and served her faithfully.” 

The record of Talleyrand’s unhappy childhood is bnet, the 
sketch of France before the Revolution tantalixingly meagre, 
the account of the States General scarcely even “ 

He was a Liberal Conservative of the school of Mirabeau, 

looking to England for the model ■ of ^ Co “ a ““'Sf 1 ^° t XS' 
He loved the Comte d’ Artois, (future Charles X), he tells us, 

but strongly disapproved his decision to leave the co tty, 

arguing that the emigration of the leaders of the nobihty wou 

reformer Talleyrand was a lonely » 

Z’ cumaeras of equaliry -d 'he sovere.gnjy of *e q£ 

medioae. 
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Coming to England in 179* on the pretext or a n»w«m — 

that he 7 was glad to be out of France during tie Terror and to 
see the working of British and American institutions. 

Talleyrand’s enduring fame was won during his ten years 
as Foreign Minister under the Directory and Napoleon. He 
liked the young General, whom he regarded as the best man 
to restore national discipline, and discussed with him plans 
for Brumaire. The First Consul, we are told, began to de- 
generate after the Peace of Amiens in 1802, became drunk 
with power, and committed one costly mistake after another. 
“ He attacked Spain without the slightest excuse, and he lost 
sight of the interests of France.” Talleyrand compared it to 
cheating at cards, which, as he reminded the Emperor, is 
never forgotten nor forgiven. This, he declares, was the cause 
“his resignation. The “ odious conduct “of the ruler m 
his conflict with the Papacy is censured all the more harshly 
since the Foreign Minister had welcomed the Concordat as a 
master-stroke. The gathering of the Kings and Princes at 
Erfurt in 1808 is the most vivid and attractive portion of the 
whole work, for the author as Grand Chamberlain was at the 
centre of events. We watch Talma on the stage, and listen to 
Napoleon’s conversations with Goethe and Wieland. 

Though the Emperor came to dislike and distrust Talley- 
rand, he invited him to return to the Foreign Office in 1813. 
The offer was declined, for the cleverest of men knew that his 
old master was doomed. For the full story of the Congress 
of Vienna, his finest hour, we have to content ourselves with 
his despatches to the Foreign Minister and his private corres- 
pondence with Louis XVlU. The brief summary which 
serves as an Introduction breathes a deep but quiet satisfaction 
at his skill and success. France was accepted as an equal and 
Saxony was saved from incorporation in Prussia. In fighting 
for the two principles of legitimacy and balance of power, 
he forfeited the friendship of Alexander, the most difficult 
member of the Vienna team. The story of the greatest period 
of his life ends with his brief Ministry under Louis XVIII. 
From 181 j to 1830 there is a blank, but when the July Revolu- 
tion brought Louis Philippe to the throne, the old statesman 
consented to represent the new regime in England. He 
returned to Paris in 1834 at the age of 80, and died in 1838. 
None of his contemporaries except Mettemich could look 
back on such a long and eventful career. 
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Talleyrand’s flagrant immoralities and insatiable greed are 
known to all the world, and they admit of no defence. “ How 
did you manage to get so rich ? ” asked Napoleon. “ It was 
quite simple,” came the adroit reply ; “ I bought rentes the 
day before Brumaire and sold them the day after.” “A silk 
stocking filled with dirt,” it was said of him, perhaps by the 
first Lord Granville. It is only a partial excuse that his parents 
neglected him as a child and forced him into the Church with 
as little vocation as de Retz. For his public conduct there is 
much more to be said. He gambled at cards but not in politics. 
Acton allows him, not principles, but a nucleus of opinions. 
His defence for serving different regimes, namely that he was 
working throughout for the interest of France and con- 
stitutional monarchy, sounds suspiciously like an afterthought, 
a little too good to be true. Though the patriotic plea is 
substantially accepted by Mr. Duff Cooper, die most brilliant 
of his biographers, the French Vicar of Bray is hardly to be 
regarded as a model of consistency. He helped the Emperor 
to turn Europe upside down, and dropped him at the height 
of his power. Was it far-seeing patriotism or the rat’s mysterious 
instinct for leaving a sinking ship ? “ You are a coward, a 
traitor, a thief,” cried the Emperor at their last meeting in 1 8 14. 
“ You do not even believe in God. You have betrayed and 
deceived everybody. You would sell your own father.” 
Talleyrand never answered back, but such scenes strengthened 
his resolve to work for the restoration of the Bourbons. A 
famous passage in the Memoirs of Chateaubriand, who hated 
and despised him, describes him and Fouch6 entering the 
Cabinet of Louis XVIII together in the biting phrase : Vice 
leaning on crime. Quand il ne conspire pas il trafique. Yet 
that is not the whole story. Cynic though he was, he loved 
France as much as he could love anything, and at Vienna the 
greatest of French diplomatists rendered her priceless service. 

We learn almost as much about Napoleon as a man from 
Consalvi as from Talleyrand. The Memoirs of “ the Great 
Cardinal ” published by Cr&ineau-Joly in 1864, forty years 
after his death, are the only work of the kind emanating from 
the Vatican in modem times. Visitors to the Pantheon wi 
remember Thorwaldsen’s bust of the famous Secretary of 
State of Pius VH, the man who made the Concordat, who stood 
up to the Emperor in the plenitude of his power, who suffered 
imprisonment rather than surrender what he regarded as 
rights of his Church, who represented the Papacy at tde 



POLITICAL AUTOBIOGRAPHY 


*49 


Congress of Vienna. It is a thrilling story of the long conflict 
between the unbending representative of the old order and the 
Corsican adventurer with his savage outbursts of temper and 
his shabby tricks. To read this book is to understand why 
Wellington declared that his vanquished foe was £°t even a 

Rheims in 1812. He was unable to consult his papers and 
correspondence ; but his misfortune is our advantage, for the 

force. The work, which fills two volumes, consists of three 
parts— Memoirs of my Life, Memoirs of my Ministry, and 
three massive monographs on the Conclave of 1799, the 
Concordat of 1801, and Napoleon’s marriage to Marie Louise 
in 1810. There is some repetition, but each item contains 

material which the others lack. . . c 

The most dramatic parts of the work are the descriptions ot 

die making of the Concordat and of the author’s refusal to 
recognise the Emperor’s second marriage. The news that the 
First Consul desired to re-establish the Church in France filled 
Pius VII with such delight that to the end of his life he kept a 
warm place in his heart for the ruler who was to treat him so 
outrageously. Consalvi, who was sent to Paris to negotiate, 
had no illusions, and Ids record of the agitating discussions 
fills the reader with disgust. Knowing exactly how far the 
Pone was prepared to go, he was ready for concessions on minor 
points but unyielding on matters of principle. When agree- 
ment was reached at last and the signature was about to take 
place, the Cardinal was horrified to discover that a different 
document had been secretly substituted for the draft and that it 
contained provisions which he had repeatedly declined. 
Joseph Bonaparte, who represented his brother, knew nothing 
about it. When Consalvi firmly refused to sign he was exposed 
to the full blast of the Dictator’s wrath. He sat up all night 
with his colleagues in an effort to find a compromise, and the 
Concordat was finally signed on July 15, 1801. Though 
the First Consul had been in a feverish hurry to proclaim the 
reconciliation with the Church, the publication was held back 
for a year and the Concordat was then accompanied by the 
unilateral Organic Articles, “the fatal addition which des- 
troyed it at birth.” The greatest of historic men, as Acton 

called him, could never play fair. 

Consalvi bore the burden of the Papacy during the long 
absence of Pius VII for the Coronation of the Emperor. No 
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one, he remarks, could accuse him of abusing his omnipotence. 
Napoleon, however, was convinced that the Secretary of State, 
not the gentle Pope, was the chief obstacle to his will and 
forced him to resign. In 1808 the annexation of the Papal 
states to the French Empire and the imprisonment of the 
Pope at Savona increased Consalvi’s detestation of the 
Emperor. When he obeyed the summons to Paris in 1810 for 
the Austrian marriage, Napoleon received him with friendly 
words. “ How thin you have become. I should hardly have 
recognised you. I was wrong to dismiss you. If you had 
retained your post things would not have gone so far.” What 
was intended as a compliment was accepted as an insult. 
“ Sire,” replied the Cardinal, “ if I had remained I should have 
done my duty.” The Emperor proceeded to embroider his 
theme, twice repeating the unwished for testimonial, and twice 
Consalvi repeated his proud formula. The cup of Napoleon’s 
indignation overflowed when the Cardinal, who declined to 
recognise the dissolution of the marriage with Josephine, 
absented himself from the wedding ceremony. “ It does not 
matter about the others,” urged Fouchd, “ but you made the 
Concordat.” Twelve Cardinals present in Paris followed his 
example, though to his regret, a similar number accepted the 
invitation. When next they met, “the Emperor gave me a 
terrible look, and there was lightning in his eyes, but he said 
no word. After talking pleasantly to the conforming Cardinals 
he returned to Consalvi and glared at him ferociously. The 
Emperor, we are told, was drunk with fury whenever his will 
was thwarted. The brave Cardinal was packed off to Rheims, 
where he wrote his Memoirs, taking care that his occupation 
should not be discovered. Of the closing decade of his event- 


ful life he has left no record. . 

Manuel Godoy and the monarchs whom he served live tor 

ever in Goya’s masterpieces at Madrid. The most celebrated 

Favourite in Spanish history has told his story in the only 

important political autobiography produced in the peniumb, 

ing in Ms lonely old age in Paris, where he existed on a small 
pension from Louis Philippe, the fallen ad venmrer pr^ 

whose six years cl power (i 79 « 79 «> stand out -.n a •£ f 
golden age. As in the case of other apologias we must know 

good deal more than we find in these pages before t we ^ 
their worth. We must bear in mind, for instance, e 
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most important event in Manuelito’s career, namely that th 
handsome young nobleman from the south, who entere 
King’s bodyguard at the Palace, owed his rapid rise, his wealth, 
his dukedom, his many offices, his Bourbon marriage, to the 
fact that he had secured the favour of one of the most dissolute 
women who ever sat on a throne. He was not without abilities, 
and he was never a man of blood ; but the stain on his scutcheon 
is not removed by calmly ignoring what every Spaniard except 
perhaps Charles IV himself knew perfectly well. His two 
volumes are filled with tributes of affectionate admiration to 
the mindless but well-meaning and good-natured King, whose 
friendship and confidence he shared in sunshine and tribulation 
to the end. The royal support lasted long after the Queen had 
transferred her patronage to other suitors, and Ferdinand, one 
day to become the vilest of Spanish rulers, had emerged as an 


open enemy. , . . _ . • 1 

« They were a wretched lot, remarked Napoleon in speak- 
ing of the Spanish dynasty and Government which he deposed, 
“ but Godoy was the best man among them.” His apologia 
affirms again and again that he was never a dictator, and that 
the King in Council always pronounced the final decision, but 
he shows no false modesty in describing his achievements^ 
He was the friend, not the mere favourite, of the monarch, he 
declares, “ and attempted to deserve my good fortune.” In 
the field of foreign affairs he began by supporting his master s 
unavailing efforts to save the life of his kinsman, Louis XVI. 
Then he took Spain into the war which the French regicides 
unleashed, waged it with energy, and came out of it unscathed 
in 1795, earning thereby his title Prince of the Peace. At home 
he kept his country free from die revolutionary fever by judici- 
ous reforms, preserving the Monarchy, encouraging education 
and agriculture, science and learning, clipping the wings of 
the Inquisition, tempering justice with mercy in what he 
describes as the gentlest regime Spain had ever known. I 
have nobly and faithfully served my country. She has no right 
to reproach me with a single error of omission or neglect ; I 
have benefited many ; no one can venture to affirm that I have 
been the cause of his ruin.” Yet, like other men in high place, 
he had many critics and rivals. “ All the enemies of progress 

and reform were my opponents.” 

Godoy desired to resign after the conclusion of the French 

war, and his wish was granted in 1798. He retained the favour 
of die Court, returning to office, though not to his old un- 
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challenged position, in 1801. Swept away by the French flood 
in 1808, “ our only friend,” as Charles IV called hin\ shared 
the exile of the royal couple at Fontainebleau and Rome. 
The Queen plays a small part in the Memoirs though she is 
always mentioned with respect ; but there can be no doubt of 
the sincerity of the friendship between the old monarch and the 
Favourite long after there was any need for subservience on the 
one hand or political services on the other. His wish to com- 
bine a history of his master’s reign with his own defence was 
thwarted by Charles IV, who begged him to publish nothing 
so long as his son Ferdinand was alive. “ You cannot defend 
yourself without attacking and wounding him.” 

The apologia had to wait till the death of Ferdinand in 1 8 3 3 . 
At last Godoy was free to pay off old scores, and he made full 
use of his opportunity. Few political adventurers have risen so 
high and fallen so low, and we cannot expect objectivity in 
such a record of triumphs and disasters, imprisonment and 
exile. His English biographer Edmund D’Auvergne accepts in 
the main the complacent portrait painted in die Memoirs. 
Most historians of the Napoleonic era, on the other hand, 
reject a good deal of his testimony, and among his countrymen 
there is little tenderness for his memory. Favourites are 


never very popular while they are in power, and they have 
still fewer friends when their brief span is over. 

Prince Mettemich left instructions that his papers should 
not appear till twenty years after his death, which took place 
in 1 8 5 9. His Mimcires, Documents et Merits Divers edited by his 
son Richard and published simultaneously in French, German 
and English, fill eight stout volumes, but the autobiography 
only claims the first and a few pages in the seventh. It consists 
of three parts. The earliest, entitled History of the Alliances, 
1813—15, was written in 1829, but it was unfinished, for the 
year of Waterloo was not reached. The second, Materials for 
the history of my Ufe, written in 1844, describes his fortunes 
down to 1 8 10. The third, Key to my Attitude during my Ministry, 
1 809-48, was written in 185 2, but it is only a fragment. This is 
no very serious loss, for the heroic period of his career ended 

with the overthrow of Napoleon. > 

“ I wish to render a last service to the immortal Emperor 

Francis I who called me his best friend,” wrote the old states- 
man in 1844. This service could be best performed by pain g 
him as he was. The affectionate picture oftheEmperorrecalls 
Bismarck’s portrait of William I, a ruler of lofty character, the 
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soul of honour, the father of his people, the friend as well as 
the master of the greatest of his servants. It is not the rnle , 
however, but the Minister of Foreign Affairs who is the flaw- 
less hero of the drama. In the whole range of political auto- 
biography there is nothing to surpass the massive complacency 
of Metternich’s apologia. “ The only way for a conscientious 
man to resist the storms of the time,” he wrote, is by toe 
formula La vraie force , test le droit.” He always defined jus 
« system ” as he fondly called it, as Le Droit par la force. He 
presents himself throughout his long life not only as the 
champion but as the infallible interpreter of right. His devoted 
son the Austrian Ambassador at Paris during the closing 
years of the Second Empire, felt confident that the Memoirs 
and Correspondence would confound the enemies of the 
Chancellor and revive his fame. He was mistaken, for self- 
glorification was carried to a point which provoked an inevtt- 

able reaction. . , . , 

“ For himself,” writes Sorel with just severity, he is the 

light of the world ; he dazzles himself with his own rays in the 
mirror, which he holds perpetually before his eyes* He and 
Chateaubriand, he adds, are “ les deux plus grands infatu£s du 
sifccle.” In a conversation with Thiers in old age Metternich 
blandly affirmed that he had never made a mistake, to which 
the French statesman modestly replied that he could not say as 
much for himself. When he boasts u Je n’ai pas v6cu une 
heure pour moi,” our thoughts turn to Caroline Murat, 
Mme Junot, Mme de Lieven and many other mistresses. 

Now that we look to political apologias not for impartial 
history but above all for a revelation of personality, tins calm 
assumption of infallibility in no way diminishes the interest 
and importance of the work. For Metternich was a master of 
diplomacy and a great European if not a great statesman. It 
is indeed a fascinating record of the long duel between the 
Corsican adventurer and the high priest of legitimism, the 
Revolution on horseback and the guardian of tradition. 
Educated at Strassburg and Mainz the young Rhinelander saw 
the French Revolution at close quarters. Some of his acquaint- 
ances were carried away by the new gospel, but to the young 
aristocrat it made no appeal. “ I felt that it would be the 
enemy I should henceforth have tocombat.” As Ambassador to 
Paris 1806-9 was never dazzled by the victorious Emperor, 
whom in his heart he despised as a gambler and a parvenu. 
" For me Nanoleon was the Revolution incarnate. Austria the 
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guardian of social peace and political equilibrium.” When 
he was appointed Foreign Minister in 1809, at the age of 36, 
Mettemich was well equipped by experience and self-confidence 
to confront the monster of anarchy. The next six years were 
the rlimax of his life. 


The History of the Alliances, 1813-1814, the fullest and most 
valuable of the three parts which make up die Autobiography, 
denounces Napoleon as the sole cause of perpetual wars, for 
the French nation, in Mettemich’s opinion, wanted peace. 
Europe looked to Austria for salvation and did not look in 
vaiin. In his dramatic rendering of the famous nine-hour 
interview at the Marcolini Palace at Dresden in 1813, the 
greatest moment of his life, he declares that he considered 
himself as the representative of the whole European com- 
munity. When the megalomaniac arrogantly declined the 
proffered mediation, Mettemich quietly rejoined : Vous lies 
perdu. Sire . On his way out, in reply to Berthier’s inquiry, he 
merely remarked Cest m homme perdu, and the incorrigible 
warmonger staggered to his doom at Leipzig. Austria inter- 
vened at the right time, as Mettemich had always intended she 
should. In an elaborate character study of Napoleon written 
in 1820 he writes with remarkable detachment of the man 


whom he claimed to know better than anyone in Europe. The 
Emperor is described as a parvenu and an actor, a good son 
and a good relative, not a bad husband. As a private person he 
was neither good nor bad. The most extraordinary man in 
history had great qualities, but it would be a mistake to 
exaggerate his greatness, and he was luqky in his opportunities. 
As Talleyrand observed to Alexander, he was uncivilised. 

To the end of his life Mettemich’s greatest delight was to 
describe his decisive share as the brain of the victorious 
alliance, and such indeed he was. When the news of toe 
escape from Elba reached Vienna during the Congress, he 
hurried to his master, then to the Tsar Alexander, Fredenc 
William HI and Schwarzenberg. The renewal of the war was 
decided in less than an hour, and Waterloo *as the result. 
Francis is praised for his firmness and calmness. Alexander is 
defined as a singular blend of masculine qualities and femmine 

weaknesses. Castlereagh is praised for his re a , 

and conservative views. Mettemich is least just inhis ground 
less condemnation of Stein as deriving from the patty of rev ° 
tion. He could never understand any one with &e Je« 
tincture of liberalism in his composition or take what w 
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good in the ideas of 1789. The longer he lived the more he 

became out of touch with his age. . , , „ ^ 

A fragment written in his eightieth year, entitled Key to my 

attitude during the thirty-nine years of my administration, was 
printed by his son as the last chapter of his uncompleted 
Memoirs. When the imbecile Ferdinand succeeded Francis in 
1837 Mettemich’s best time was over. Henceforth he had 
little influence in home affairs. The Government, he com- 
plains, did not know how to govern. The Archduke Ludwig 
was an rrrellent counsellor but not a ruler. Kolowrath, the 
chief authority on domestic matters, was fundamentally 
honourable but an administrator rather than a statesman. The 
machinery was slow and clumsy, and the revolution of 1848 
was not altogether a surprise. In any case, he argues, it 
was not his fault. At times he had ruled Europe but never 
Austria. “ If I had my career again I would follow exactly the 
Mirw» course. What is called the Mettemich system was not a 
system at all but the application of the laws which govern the 
world. 1 ^ force dans le droit has been the foundation of my 
creed and my acts. Liberty is the consequence of order. The 
only equality is equality before the law.” The plain man, he 
was convinced, wanted order and peace. The people was 
everywhere good but childish. He prided himself on his 
realism, remarking **Je suis la prose cristallis^e. But the 
champion of stability went to the grave without realizing 
that change is the law of life ; that the French Revolution had 
a constructive as well as a destructive side; that the status 
quo which satisfied the aristocracy was not good enough for 
the third and fourth estates. That the common man would 
grow up if he had his chance never crossed his mind. What 
ran be said for his European outlook, his static ideology, his 
life-long struggle with nationalism and democracy, has been 
generously stated in Srbik’s monumental biography and 
echoed in Mr. Algernon Cecil’s thoughtful study. Bibl, the 
rival Austrian specialist, declares himself unconvinced. The 
most balanced estimates are to be found in Woodward’s 
masterly volume, 'Three Studies in European Conservatism , and 
in Sorel’s Essais d’Histoire et de Critique. 

Guizot, the austere Protestant, the greatest French statesman 
between Talleyrand and Gambetta, was swept away by the 
same revolutionary tide as Mettemich. His memoirs are 
perhaps die most valuable contribution of France to the 
category of political apologias. Polidcs have an important 
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place in the glittering Mimoires d’Outre-Tombe ; but Chateau - 
briand, though a Foreign Minister and an Ambassador for a 
short time, was primarily a Man of Letters. Like Talleyrand, 
Guizot lost power about the age of sixty, but, unlike him, he 
never expected a recall to the stage. Living to a great age in 
his quiet Norman home, surrounded by his books and docu- 
ments, he had time to recount his story in elaborate detail. 
He was moreover a historian by profession, writing easily and 
clearly, and a publicist of the first rank. His eight volumes, 
published 1 8 5 8-67, describe not only the eight years when he 
was virtually the ruler of France but the decades of apprentice- 
ship. It is an imposing achievement no more to be ignored 
than that of Qarendon himself. 


“ Thucydides and Macchiavelli wrote contemporary his- 
tory,” declared Guizot ; “ why should I not do the same ? ” 
His apologia is measured, impersonal, uncomplaining, for, 
though his father had been guillotined, he believed in the divine 
ordering of the world. Serenely confident in his gospel of the 
juste milieu , ordered liberty, the middle way between lawless 
revolution and sterile autocracy, he watched the Second Em- 
pire with disapproval but without despair. Limited monarchy 
and a limited franchise seemed to him the last word in political 


science. He found his model in the England of the Reform 
Bill, served its French equivalent in the Bourgeois Monarchy, 
and perished in its fall. He may be described as a Liberal 
Conservative or as a Whig of the school of Lord Grey. 
Caressing the illusion of finality, like Metternich, he never 
changed and he never grew. “ Je suis de ceux que l’dlan de 
1789 a 6lev£s et qui ne consentiront point 4 descendre.” Under 
the restored Bourbons he found himself on the Left, under 
Louis Philippe on the Right. There is an irony in the fate of the 
greatest champion of constitutional monarchy at home and 
abroad, whose opposition even to a moderate extension of the 
franchise ruined the cause he had at heart. That men of property 
and education were alone competent to vote seemed to him 
an axiom. Like TocqueviUe he was terrified by numbers. Ihe 
significance of the rise of the Fourth Estate escaped him, tor 
he could never emerge from his bourgeois limitations nor 
realise that one class is not a good judge of the feelmgs an 
needs of another. He had no eyes for the social question. 
Contemptuously rejecting the outworn principles o 
ancien rlgime, he forgot that the Fourth Estate ® g a 

challenge the political monopoly of the Third, ms 
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substantial share of power, and press forward towards a mini- 
mum standard of life. It is this rigidity of mind, this lack of 
imagination, this narrowness of sympathy, which excludes him 
from the front rank of statesmen and thinkers. . 

Despite its ample dimensions, Guizot s apologia is ah™* 
purely political. Except in the first volume it tells us little 
about hU family and his friends. There is only one passing 
reference to Princess Lieven. “ There is no humour, no irony, 
writes Mr. Woodward. “A cold magnificence, a splendid 

set a barrier between Guizot and the men whom he 
governed. They and their posterity have a right to know his 
conduct of the great business of state, the immediate or distant 
ends he tried to serve ; all eke is his own.” Seven of the eight 
volumes are devoted to the reign of Louis Philippe, whom he 
served as Minister of Education, where he did his best work. 
Foreign Minister and Premier. For the years 1840-8 they are 
almost a history of France, though rather of foreign than 
internal afiairs. The controversial episode of the Spanish 
marriages is described at immense length without entirely 
»Win g his character. The curious reader will find the whole 
documented story of that rather unsavoury transaction told 
for the first time in an admirable volume by Dr. Jones Parry. 
He was not alone to blame for the destruction of the Anglo- 
French Entente, for Palmerston had a finger in the pie and 
Louis Philippe pushed his dynastic interests; yet the story 
diminishes the moral stature of a man who professed to steer 


statesman remains 

JLlld tUUlOV ujr wiv It* 

im pressive and on the whole an attractive figure, but his 
testimony, like that of other members of the craft, needs to be 
scrutinised with a critical eye. His strength and weakness are 
described with deep insight in the first volume of Emile 
Faguet’s incomparable Folitiques et moralistes du dix-neuvihme 
stick and in Woodword’s Three Studies in European Conservatism . 


The first British Prime Minister since Clarendon to compose 
an apologia was Lord John Russell, whose Recolkctions and 
Suggestions , published in 1875, cover the years from his election 
to Parliament in 1813 till 1873. Large parts of it had already 
appeared in the form of Introductions* to the volumes of his 
Speeches and Despatches . The biographer of Fox thought as a 
Whig and wrote as a Whig ; but except for sharp attacks on 
“ those bandits,” the “ Adullamites,” who wrecked the Reform 
Bill of 1867, and on Gladstone’s handling of the Alabama case, 
there is none of the bitterness bred by disappointments and 
frustration which disfigures so many political autobiographies* 
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As Home Secretary, Colonial Secretary, Foreign Secretary, 
Prime Minister, Leader of the Liberal Party for twenty years 
and one of the authors of the Reform Bill, he had his place in 
the sun. “ I have been received with quite as much favour as I 
deserved.” There is also an unusual readiness to confess 
mistakes. He ought to have talked to Palmerston instead of 
dismissing him from the Foreign Office by letter in 1851. He 
should have stopped the sailing of the Alabama without wait- 
ing for the opinion of the Law Officers. He regrets his resigna- 
tion from the Aberdeen Cabinet, though he blames himself for 
joining it still more. Had he been Premier, he explains, he 
would have told Turkey that unless she accepted the Austrian 
project of conciliation as it stood, since it had already been 
accepted by Russia, we should give her no further support. In 
this way, he believes, the Crimean War might have beenaverted. 

Some interes ting pages are devoted to sketches and anecdotes 
of distinguished contemporaries. Travelling with Lord and 
Lady Holland in Spain during the Peninsular War he was 
greatly impressed with Wellington’s coolness in action. At 
Elba he found Napoleon so restless that he reported that the 
eagle would try to escape from his cage. He confutes Macau- 
lay’s assertion that oratory is essential to Parliamentary success 
by the examples of Castlereagh and Althorp. The House of 
Commons, the noblest assembly of freemen in the world, likes 
a man it can trust. The former, who combined high character 
with a detestable policy, was a very confused speaker, and on 
one occasion he exhorted the country gentlemen not to turn 
their backs on themselves. Althorp hated office and longed for 
release. Of himself he modestly declares “ Eloquence I had 
none.” Brougham’s speech in defence of Queen Caroline was 
the most wonderful effort he ever heard, but no one trusted 
him Pitt in his liberal days, Canning and Wellington, are 
praised while the selfishness of their die-hard followers is 
rebuked. The Tories, he declares, made a great mistake after 
1811 in not scrapping the measures which war alone could 
justify and considering wisely, liberally and maturely wha 
STL policy which -m days of peace ought be «*e«edto 

adored him as the pagans of the East adore the sun-oolym 
his eclipse. Since they only made concessions wh p ^ 

opinion was too strong for them, it fell ® £ nothing 

the nation along the path of ordered liberty. There is nothing 
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so conservative as progress, nothing so dangerous as trying 
to stand still. “ My disposition has always been favourable to 
compromise and moderation.” His life-long gospel had been 
the old Whig toast, “ the cause of civil and religious liberty 
all over the world.” The Tories, he declares, cared httle for it 
and the Radicals were too doctrinaire. How could a Russell be 

anything but a progressive Whig ? 

When Garibaldi’s fighting days were over with the unifica- 
tion of Italy the old lion of Caprera put his reminiscences, 
written at various times, into final shape. Published post- 
humously in 1888, they should be studied in the edition of 
1932, where they form the second volume of the collection of 
his writings edited by the Royal Commission. Like many 
other political autobiographies they are a programme as 
much as a record. The Preface, written in 1872, strikes the 
note of the book. The Bayard of the Risorgimento was the 
champion of national and political liberty everywhere. 
Tyranny, he declares, is the chief cause of evil. Republicanism 
is the normal system of government because it is desired by a 
majority and for that reason is not imposed by force. Yet 
there was no need to try to impose it on communities who 
enjoyed free institutions under another form, for instance 
England under Victoria. It is because he regards clericalism 
as a bulwark of tyranny that he denounces it with passionate 
contempt. “ In all my writings I have ahVays attacked clerical- 
ism, because I have always regarded it as the prop of all despot- 
ism, vice and corruption. The priest is the personification of 
lying. II prete 1 Ah 1 questo t il vero flagello di Dio.” 
Needless to say he excepts the humble priests who rallied to his 
cause, some of whom gave their lives for the liberty of their 

country. 

The young sailor from Nizza visited Rome at the age of 18 
and conceived an undying love for the Eternal City. Rome 
is the symbol of united Italy, and the most infernal work of the 
Papacy was to keep it divided, morally and materially. These 
words, he tells us, were written in 1849 and copied out with 
approval in 1871. During the fourteen years in South America 
the vision of a free and united Italy never left him, and in 1 848 
he returned from Montevideo with sixty-three comrades to 
take part in “ the holy war.” The story of the heroic defence of 
Rome against French troops, known to English readers from 
the prose epic of George Trevelyan, was set down shortly after 
his escape from a country once again subject to the Austrians, 
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the Bourbons and the priests, and it breathes the bitterness of 
defeat. Pio Nono had toyed with Liberalism and had cast it 
away. “ The Papacy, under its reformer’s mask, was, is and 
always will be the mortal enemy. . . . Centuries of servitude 
under the horrible yoke of the Emperor and the still more 
shameful yoke of the Papacy ” had led to “ the modem 
canaille of potentates and priests.” The degradation of Italy 
fills his soul with tempestuous grief. His consolation was the 
soundness and patriotism of the common man, as illustrated 
in his hairbreadth escapes during the retreat from Rome with 
the Austrians at his heels, in which treachery would have 
brought material reward. 

In February, 1859, after his second exile in America, Gari- 
baldi was invited by Cavour to co-operate in the coming 
campaign against Austria. He disliked Napoleon III as an ally, 
but, since most Italians believed that nothing could be done 
without his aid, he regretfully accepted the programme of 
co-operation. A people which refuses to bend the knee to 
the foreigner, he declares, is invincible, but many of his 
countrymen had become soft and degenerate. Equally he was 
ready to work with Victor Emmanuel, since in 1859 a republic 
was impossible, “ though I was and am a Republican.” His 
task was to harass the Austrians in the angle between Lake 
Maggiore and Lake Como — a minor military operation, but 
providing the opportunity for the young men of Italy once 
again to show their mettle. He records and laments every 
casualty among his gallant followers. “ Brave youth 1 Your 
bones are the eternal foundation of the edifice of our father- 
land. The mothers of future generations will teach their 

children to bless your names.” 

In the following year, i860, Garibaldi made history on the 

grand scale with the conquest of Sicily and Naples by the 
Thousand, whose almost incredible exploits have been des- 
cribed with Venetian colouring in the second and third 
volumes of George Trevelyan’s history. With the epic nature 
of his theme Garibaldi’s simple prose sometimes takes wings, 
as in the picture of his two ships sailing over the moonlit sea 
towards Sicily. “ O Mille ! Argonauts of Liberty 1 where 
your brothers are fighting for liberty, there you must be. You 
hasten to the fray without asking if the enemy is numerous, 
the number of volunteers and the equipment are suffic 
for the arduous task.” The frequency and generosity ot ms 

tributes to his followers, from Bixio down to the hum 
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private, help us to understand the devotion he inspired. His 
ideal was the fighting man, ever ready to lay down his life for a 
noble cause. When rulers, statesmen, writers pass across the 
page the temperature falls. He speaks with respect but without 
the slightest enthusiasm of Cavour and Victor Emmanuel, 
and his references to Mazzini are chilly and sometimes dis- 
paraging. It may be argued that he over-simplified the issue 
between the Risorgimento and its foes, but it was a dedicated 
life. Among the paladins of nineteenth-century nationalism 

he occupies the most honoured place. 

Bismarck’s Reflections and Recollections , which should be read 

in the edition of Professor Gerhard Ritter, stand at the top of 
the list of political autobiographies, not merely because he is 
the greatest man who ever wrote a full-length narrative ot his 
life, and not merely because the events he records are of world- 
wide significance, but because its value as a manual of state- 
craft is unsurpassed. It is too long and too detailed to suit the 
general reader outside or even inside Germany, though it 
contains many dramatic scenes, such as the conversation with 
the King on his appointment in 1862 and the editing of the 
Ems telegram ; but it must always remain the chosen com- 
panion of statesmen, teachers and students of history. It 
produces an almost overwhelming sense of power, and the 
highest compliment we can pay it is to say that it is fully 
worthy of the author. Accepting an offer from Cotta to 
publish his memoirs, the fallen statesman secured an ideal 
assistant in his old associate of the Foreign Office, Lothar 
Bucher, who knew more of his master’s secrets than anyone 
but Holstein, and who, unlike that cantankerous intriguer, 
remained loyal throughout. Encouraged by his collaborator, 
who resided for long periods at Friedrichsruh and Varzin and 
sifted the materials, the Prince dictated reminiscences and 
reflections, sometimes spontaneously and sometimes in 
answer to questions, which Bucher sorted out into chapters. 
When the faithful old scribe, who suggested the title of the 
work, passed away in 1892, the foundations had been laid. In 
1895 the first draft was printed, serving as a basis for the 
extensive revisions which continued till the end. 

The first two volumes, which were published directly after 
the author’s death and end with the death of the Emperor 
Frederick, are of infinitely greater interest than the scolding 
supplement which could not appear till the Hohenzollern 
Empire had passed away. The narrative of his fall, which fills 
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the slender third volume, is written with a pen of gall, and 
damages the writer more than the young ruler who was the 
object of his attack, and who lived long enough to 1 m m what 
Bismarck thought of him. Very different is the portrait of 
William I, “ the real type of the Prussian officer,” painted with 
affectionate gratitude and essentially true to life. His brother 
Frederick William IV, lost himself in medieval fancies, and his 
wife, a Weimar princess, is described as preferring Frenchmen 
and Englishmen to Germans. The Emperor Frederick is 
treated with respect. The Iron Chancellor was a good hater. 
Every statement of fact has to be verified, every judgment of 
men and events to be checked. In cases of notorious personal 
antagonism like Count Arnim, and of a competing ideology 
like the Empress Frederick, we are on our guard, but the 
author occasionally misrepresents himself. For instance, now 
that we have his despatches of the middle ’sixties, we discover 
that he was much less resolved on war with Austria than his 


memoirs assert. Looking back on his achievement, it presented 
itself as the faultless and unhesitating execution of a grandiose 
architectural design. The real story is more empirical, for 
diplomacy, like campaigning, cannot foresee every twist of the 
road. Bismarck was resolved to found the German Empire, 
but he had to feel his way and some of the steps which led to 
the goal only became clear as he advanced. The account of the 
Hohenzollem candidature in Spain, which led straight to die 
war of 1870, is thoroughly misleading, for we learn from the 
diaries of King Carol of Roumania and other sources that he 
planned the whole thing and knew perfectly well that he was 
playing with fire. In home affairs, about which he has less to 
say, he is at times equally disingenuous, for instance, in his 
account of the Kulturkampf, which he presents as above all a 
defence of the state against Polish influences, and in regard to 
which he tendenciously exaggerates the influence of Falk, his 
Kultus-Minister. None of his colleagues except Roon counte 

in the formation and execution of policies. 

Now that the original authorities for the Bismarckian era 

are mostly in print, the value of the Gedanken und Ertnnenmgtn 
is to be found less in the narrative of events, though his story 
of the three wars can never die. than in the revelation of the 
author’s personality and ideas. The book is strongest in forego 
affairs, for Bismarck was before everything else a diplomatist 

Germany, he declares again and again, must in 
Russia, for German policy could not rest solely on the Austrian 
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alliance. When he declared, after his third war, We are 
satiated,” he meant what he said. There is no trace of Pan- 
Germanism in his apologia, no coveting of his neighbours 
vineyard, no craving for colonies, no crnt of 
When he had reached his goal of German unity the man of 
war becomes a pillar of peace. In a word he was a nationalist 
like Cavour, not an Imperialist. The great difference between 
the Iron Chancellor and his bungling successors is that he 
believed in the doctrine of limited liability and that they threw 
it to the winds. Readers who desire to study this fascinating 
work and to assess its value as historical evidence should 
begin with Furst Bismarcks Gedanke 'n und Eritmermgen by 

Erich Marcks, the best of his biographers. 

Seven years after Mettemich’s death Beust, another German, 
took his place at the Ballplatz. The former was a Catholic 
from the Rhineland, the latter a Protestant from Saxony. 
The former held office for thirty-nine years, the latter for five. 
The Vienna period, however, was only a chapter in a long and 
distinguished career which began as Foreign Minister of 
Saxony in 1849 and ended as Austrian Ambassador in London 
and Paris. Beust’s Memoirs, written in old age, reveal an 
attractive, highly cultured, liberal-minded personality, and 
they are a primary authority for the foundation of the German 
Empire. We are so accustomed to the Bismarckian version 
that it is useful to have a well-informed witness from the other 
ram p. While accepting die verdict of Sadowa and Sedan he 
regretted the exclusion of Austria. To use the terminology 
of the time, he was Grossdeutsch, not Kleindeutsch. His 
ideal was the so-called Triad, Prussia, Austria and the Middle 
States. Was die German Confederation (1815-1866), he asks, 
really so objectionable? It kept the peace, and only the 
Prussian policy of expelling Austria broke it up. Bismarck 
alone wanted war in 1866. If the Bavarian army had co- 
operated at Sadowa Prussia would probably have been defeated 
and Bismarck have shot himself, as he had vowed to do if the 
batde were lost. Saxony loyally accepted the new order, 
and Beust declares again and again that he was never hostile to 
Prussia, only to Bismarck’s overweening ambition. The 
Bund, he admits, was unpopular, and he lived long enough 
to welc o me the alliance of Vienna and Berlin for which he 
believed himself to have prepared the way. Bismarck always 
respected him, and described him as “ my most unbiassed and 
amiable oooonent” 
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When Beust’s career in Saxony was terminated by the war 
of 1866 he accepted a flattering invitation to enter the Aus tria^ 
service. His first task was to carry to Paris an appeal from 
Francis Joseph, for help. Napoleon HI was in die middle of 
one of his periods of intense physical pain, and he could only 
mutter “ Je ne suis pas prfit i la guerre.” “ I do not ask you to 
fight,” replied Beust, “but merely to send troops to the 
frontier. Then you would be accepted as a mediator. If you 
do not, perhaps you yourself will have a war with Prussia in 
five or six years, and I promise you that in that case all Germany 
will march against you.” The prophecy was fulfilled, and 
Austria stood aloof in 1870 as France had stood aloof in 1866. 
Beust assures his readers that Austria had no commitments to 
France and -no thought of intervention, not on account of 
Russian threats if she did, but because Francis Joseph accepted 
the new order in Central Europe, and Beust realised that all 
Germany would fight. The common belief that he was and 
always remained anti-Prussian and dreamed of revenge for the 
events of 1866 is dismissed as a legend. He was eager to work 
for the internal consolidation of the Hapsburg Empire, be- 
lieving that the bitter lesson of Sadowa could be turned to good 
account. The first task was to make the Ausgleich with Hun- 
gary, and he quotes Andrassy’s compliment : “ Without you 
it would not have been completed.” The second was to 
modernise the institutions of the state. Beust, like Kaunitz 
and Mettemich, was appointed Chancellor, or President of the 
Ministry, as well as Foreign Minister, so great was the Emper- 
or’s confidence ; but in domestic affairs his power was limited. 
The two chief obstacles to the removal of hampering abuses, 
in his opinion, were reactionary Clericalism and the feudal 
aristocracy. “ I will never be the mouthpiece of a purely des- 
potic government,” he announced, and he kept his word. He 
succeeded in abolishing the Concordat and he advised the 
adoption of the Constitution of 1867. Yet he was detested 
by the aristocracy and Society as a revolutionist, and in 1 71 
his enemies brought him down. Though a loyal servant 
of Francis Joseph, to whom he was sincerely attached, he 
retained his German sympathies, and he wished to increase 
the power of the German element in Austna as a budge 
between Vienna and Berlin. The detailed narrative ends id 
1871, but there are some pleasant snapshots of the y<»« 
England, where he had served as a young man and of which he 

spoke affectionately as his second home. 
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The elder brother of the Prince Consort, though never a 
familiar figure in England, played a considerable part m me 
making of Germany and spent his closing years in recording his 
experiences. The three stout volumes of the Memoirs of Ernst 
II Duke of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, published 1887-9 (an English 
translation in four volumes appeared 1888-1890) are the only 
autobiography of a German ruling prince between Frederick 
the Great and William U. The first suggestion that he should 
write came from Radowitz in the early fifties, and in 1881 
Ottokar Lorenz, the distinguished Austrian historian of 
German unification, began to help with the arrangement of the 
material. The book was sharply criticised, chiefly on the ground 
that the- author exaggerates his influence, but it contains valu- 
able documents and much first hand observation. As the 
nephew of King Leopold of Belgium, cousin and brother-in 
law of Queen Victoria, pcv sotux at a at Paris, Vienna and 
Berlin, Ernst knew everything that was going on. Traveller, 
author, composer, soldier, he touched life at many points. 

No German ruler of his generation was more anxious for 
German unity. His life-long friend Gustav Freytag urged him 
in 1856 to become “the adviser and General of the good 
Prussian cause,” but the Duke was ready to accept aid from 
any quarter for the realisation of his aims. While Freytag was 
a Prussian, the Duke was a German nationalist. He preferred 
a Prussian lead, and regretted the refusal of Frederick William 
IV to accept the offer of the Imperial crown from the Frankfurt 
Parliament, but he supported the attempt of Francis Joseph 
to reform the German Confederation at the Conference of 
Princes at Frankfurt in 1863. Till 1866 there was no love lost 
between him and Bismarck, but in that year of decision , he 
placed his troops at the disposal of Prussia. When the time 
came to write his Memoirs tendentious omissions toned down 
his opposition to Prussia in the years before the stricken field of 
Sadowa destroyed the Grossdeutsch party. 

The Duke was the first reigning prince to visit Napoleon 
III,and the records of his conversations in i854and subsequent 
years with the Emperor are the most interesting in the book. 
He assures us again and again that Louis Napoleon was far 
above the average and not specifically French. He combined 
outstanding abilities with big plans, yet there was something 
of the dreamer and the doctrinaire. With his faultless German 
and his quotations from Schiller he sometimes reminded his 
visitor of a German savant. In the ’fifties at anv rate he was 
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anti-Russian, anti-Austrian and Prussophil. Realising that the 
Bund was unsatisfying and that Prussia was bound to ex pand 
he declared that, if he were a German, he would be an ardent 
champion of German unity. The Duke was present when 
Orsini’s bombs exploded as the Emperor and Empre ss 
arrived at the Opera, and he notes that die latter was the 
quickest to recover her composure. 

Of the Prince Consort he writes with affectionate admiration, 
and the correspondence between the brothers fills many 
pages. Shortly before his fatal illness Albert visited Gotha. 
He was in low spirits and appeared to have a presentiment of 
death. One day he burst into tears, explaining that he knew he 
would never see his old German home again. The Duke was 
warmly attached to William I and his family, and he highly 
respected Francis Joseph. He saw a good deal of the cam- 
paign of 1866, and in 1867 he visited the exhibition at Paris, 
where he found the Emperor depressed by the Mexican 
dibdcle . “ I took leave of him as from a sick man who was with 

V 


difficulty holding himself erect under overwhelming blows. 
When I saw him again he was himself a prisoner of the German 
army on the day after Sedan.” Ernst was present at the pro- 
clamation of the German Empire in the Galdrie des Glaces, and 
the story ends with an expression of gratitude and pride to have 
been allowed to take pact in the making of a nation. “ The 
complete inward change which has come over die German, 
who now holds intercourse with all great nations and stands 
at the helm of die ship which cuts boldly through the ocean 
flood, can only be conceived if we reflect 6n the long series of 

years in which this change has been wrought. 

£mile Ollivier, like Beusl, owes his fame to Bismarck, and, 
like Beust, spent the later years of his long life in describing the 
conflict which led to his eclipse. L Empire Lsbirol, Etudts , 
R fats. Souvenirs is on the border-line between autobiography 
and history. The sixteen massive volumes, each of some six 
hundred pages, are as indispensable for the study of the 
Second Empire as the magium opus of La Gorce, for they 
contain a mass of first-hand material. On the other hand die 
author often disappears for whole chapters at a time, tor 

instance while the Italian campaign, the Mexican fiasco, or the 
Vatican Council are described at length. Not till we are within 
sight of the end does he become a leading actor on the Euro- 

pin stage, but in the closing months, fan liPT? 
the outbreak of war, we hang upon his bps. The book 
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too long to be a popular favourite, and the reproduction of 
so many Parliamentary debates is an artistic mistake. Yet it 
is foil of interest, for he was an able, attractive, highly culti- 
vated man, loyal to his principles and of singularly independent 

m The drama is dominated by the figure of Napoleon m, whom 
Ollivier successively opposed, partially converted and faith- 
fully served, and for whom he entertained affectionate respect. 
Though the ruler moved too slowly for his taste towards 
L’Empire Ubiral , he is presented net as a reactionary usurper 
but as a statesman capable of rendering immense services to 
France. Since the Bourbon and Orleans lines had been driven 
from the throne, and since the Parliamentary Republic of 1 848 
was a failure, why should not the nephew of the Petit Caporal 
found a new dynasty ? “ He honoured me with his friendship 
till his last day. ... I often attacked his acts, but even in his 
faults there was something intelligent, loyal, patriotic, 
generous.” The young Prefect met him shortly before his 
election as President of the Republic, and his account of the 
coup d’itat of i8j 1, which led to the banishment of his father, 
is very different from the invective of Victor Hugo or King- 
lake. The President, we are told, honestly tried to work the 
Constitution and felt grave scruples in breaking his oath. He 
was one of the last, not one of foe first, to wish for a change. 
Thiers, an ambitious fanfaron , “ talking first, last and all foe 
time,” was partially responsible, for he prevented harmonious 
co-operation between foe President and foe Chamber. It was 
as salutary as Brumaire, for France was sick of foe sterile 
debates. Ollivier, like Louis Napoleon, was convinced that 
foe mass of foe French people wished for foe Empire and 


supported it when it came. 

Whatever he. found to blame, such as foe Mexican adventure, 
foe savage repression after foe Orsini plot, and foe loose living 
of foe ruler — il aima beaucoup trop les dames — Ollivier saw no 
alternative. He praises foe serenity of “ ce philosophe humani- 
taire,” “ ce Marc Aurfele,” and pays tribute to foe goodness of 
his heart. When, after several years of Parliamentary activity, 
he was invited to foe Tuileries in 1865 he pleaded for his 
project of a Liberal Empire. The two men took to each other, 
but Ollivier declined office till he felt sure that his wishes 
would be met. In equally frank talks with foe Empress he was 
impressed by her range of knowledge and quickness of mind. 
He deplored foe death of Momy in 1865 not only as a friend 
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but as a believer in constitutional advance. He was on excellent 
terms with Prince Napoleon, the enfant terrible of the Second 
Empire. Walewski was a mediocrity, Persigny impossible. 
The Emperor’s loss of grip when his health began to deteriorate 
in 1865 played into the hands of Rouher, the ablest of his 
Ministers but more a lawyer than a statesman. 

The last five volumes describe the formation and operations 
of the Ollivier Ministry which took office on January 2nd, 
1870. The Emperor was more anxious for the services of the 
eloquent lawyer than was the latter to take office; for his 
enemies, led by such gladiators as Rochefort and Gambetta, 
became ever more dangerous and the collapse of the Empire 
was widely expected. If anyone could keep it alive, it was 
Ollivier. The programme of the new Minister was to save 
liberty by authority and authority by liberty. He insisted on 
choosing his colleagues, with the significant exception of the 
Service Ministers, and no constitutional sovereign, we are 
assured, more fully respected the liberty of the man he had 
honoured with his confidence. The plebiscite of May, 1870, 
with its immense majority for the Liberal Empire, is hailed as 
a vindication of the statesmanship of the author and his chief, 
though the unexpectedly large number of hostile votes in the 
army aroused some anxiety. “ I felt a profound satisfaction, 
not that of the man of ambition who has attained the object 
of his desires, nor that of the vain man who flatters himself 
that he has won renown, but that of the thinker witnessing the 
confirmation of his plans, that of the savant who, having proved 
by cal culation that a star existed in a certain sphere of the 
heavens, perceives it through his telescope. I had formed a 
responsible Parliamentary Ministry and by successive steps 
substituted a Liberal for an authoritarian Constitution. Now 
the people informed me by more than seven million votes that 
I was not mistaken in believing my work to be good. Of course 
a considerable part of the success was due to the unshakable 
fidelity of the people to the Napoleons. Jacques Bonhomme 
had remained faithful to him. If I had at that moment died of 
fever, like Cavour, I should have been unanimously acclaimed 
as one of the rare statesmen of the nineteenth century. Dis 
aliter visum. “ A cyclone which I could not foresee and which 
I had no time to resist broke over my work, destroyed it, Mid 
relegated me to the company of the vanquished and ostracised. 

Napoleon HI, we are told, worked consistently for peace 
after the Italian campaign of 1859, and neither Ollivier nor 
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his master desired to oppose the free development of Germany. 
The war of 1870, he declares, was caused by Bismarck, who set 
the trap of the Hohenzollern candidature in Spain and manipu- 
lated the Ems telegrams. “ I never had the share in the control 
of policy attributed to me, and I had none at all in military 
matters. Yet I accept the whole responsibility, so disgusted 
am I by the hectic repudiation of past acts and sentiments in the 
hope of winning favour. If our Generals had won I should 
have become a great man. They were beaten, so I am an 
incapable. Success makes renown. I do not protest against the 
common lot. My motive is entirely disinterested. I wish to 
cleanse my country from the stain of having unleashed war 
when it only defended its independence. Every Frenchman 
felt that a Hohenzollern ruler at Madrid would be a daily 

menace to France.” 

The fourteenth volume describes the coming of the war. 
Ollivier approved the French protest and was ready, if neces- 
sary, to fight, but when the Hohenzollern candidature was 
withdrawn he was immensely relieved. The Emperor seemed 
very satisfied but a little unquiet — satisfied because he regarded 
the Hohenzollern affair as liquidated, unquiet on account of 
the disappointment of the country that the quarrel with 
Germany was not definitely cleared up. “ It is a great moral 
victory,” remarked Nigra, the Italian Ambassador, “and I 
hope the Emperor will be content.” “ Yes,” replied Napoleon 
ITT “ it is peace.” Not a word was said of guarantees, and it 
was agreed that no further action should be taken before the 
meeting of the Council on the following morning. Gramont, 
the Foreign Minister, on the other hand, was far from satisfied 
and desired a declaration from King William himself that the 
candidature would never be renewed. When the ruler returned 
from the Tuileries to St. Cloud he was greeted by the war 
party, with the words : Le pays ne sera pas satisfait. Cest 
une hontel exclaimed the Empress. The Emperor, a very 
sick man, forgot his promise (to employ the mild expression 
of Ollivier) to take no action till the Council met, and with the 
aid of Gramont concocted and despatched the fatal demand for 
a guarantee. 

When Ollivier heard the almost incredible news the same 
evening his first instinct was to resign. He decided to remain, 
hoping even at the eleventh hour to prevent the fall of the 
avalanche. “Thereby I shared official responsibility for an 
act which I deplored.” He would have been wiser to go, for 
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it was too late to draw back. Though Benedetti, the French 
Ambassador, also disapproved the demand, he carried out 
his instructions with a zeal which annoyed the courteous old 
monarch and played straight into Bismarck’s hands. The 
refusal of a guarantee, declares Ollivier, would have been 
swallowed by the Council, where the war party was outvoted 
had not a garbled report of the Ems conversations been 
published by Bismarck, who gleefully described it as a red rag 
to the Gallic bull. On learning that this deliberate insult to 
France had been officially communicated to foreign Govern- 
ments, Ollivier felt that war was legitimate and inevitable. 
This time the Council was unanimous for war. The Empress 
neither spoke nor voted, but her views were well known. In 
announcing the declaration of war to the Chamber he let 
fall the famous words : We accept the responsibility le caur 
leger. The phrase, he confesses, was unpremeditated, but it 
merely meant that his conscience was clear. Any other Govern- 
ment, he is convinced, would have done the same after the 
publication of the Ems telegram, for the honour of France 
was at stake. 

The fifteenth and sixteenth volumes comment on the hectic 
weeks which preceded the fall of the Second Empire. The 
French army, he declares, was ready and superior in quality 
to the Prussian, the French soldier still the best in the world. 
The war was lost by the leaders, not by the rank and file. The 
Emperor was physically unfit for the burdens of Commander 
in Chief, which should have been born? by MacMahon. When 
he said good-bye to the Empress and his Ministers at St. Cloud, 
die atmosphere was funereal. The army should have attacked 
instead of waiting for the foe. After the first disasters Ollivier 
begged the distracted Empress, acting as Regent, to invite the 
Emperor to return. That was impossible, she replied, till a 
victory had been won. “ But, Madam, if he remains with the 
army there will be no victory he is the obstacle to victory, for 
he cannot command and he prevents the command by some 
one else.” Distrusted by the Empress and deserted by his 
supporters in the Chamber, Ollivier resigned. His fall, he 
believes, was a national catastrophe : had he remained in office 
there would have been no Sedan and the Empire would have 
survived. At this point the curtain falls. The sixteenth volume 
was published in 1912 when the author was eighty-seven. A 

year later he was dead. ... 

Where Ollivier lays down the pen Freycinet, who started ms 
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rji ree.r as an engineer, takes it up. His hero is Gambetta, with 
whom he collaborated in the organiaation of national defence 
after the fell of the Empire. Nowhere, except in the sparkling 
Souvenirs of Mme Adam, do we come so close to the great 
tribune who at the age of 32 became the symbol of France’s 
will to live. There were four founders of the Third Republic, 
declares Freycinet— Thiers, Gambetta, Dufaure, Gr6vy, but 
Gambetta was the biggest of them all. Thiers remained the 
Constitutional royalist that he had always been, accepting the 
Republic only because a monarchy was impossible. Freycinet, 
who is a kindly judge of men, liked and admired the old 
statesman, but he was never a disciple. Thiers had opposed 
the war of 1870, and he blamed Gambetta for prolonging a 
hopeless struggle. If peace had been made after Sedan, he 
argued, Bismarck’s terms might have been less severe and per- 
haps Lorraine might have been saved. There were no direct 
contacts between the two patriots, but Freycinet, a devoted 
fdend of the one and persona grata with the other, kept them to 
some extent in touch. Gambetta supported Thiers as the best 
bulwark against the Royalists. The Republic, he realised, 
needed time to take root, and he was too much of a statesman 
to force the pace. When Thiers fell in 1873 Gambetta shed no 
tears. Now, he declared, there were only the friends and 
pn pmips of the Republic, and he had no doubt about the out- 
come of the struggle. The first volume of the Memoirs closes 
with the crisis of 1877, when MacMahon dismissed the Jules 
Simon Ministry and summoned the Orleanist Due de Broglie 
to the helm. The coup was defeated, and the royalists never 
recovered from the blow. Gambetta’s famous warning to the 
President, 11 faut se soumettre ou se dimettre , was a formula 
supplied by the author, who now found himself in the Dufaure 
Cabinet for the first time as Minister of Public Works. As a 
picture of the foundation of the Republic and the Gambetta 
circle this modest narrative is unsurpassed. 

The second volume reveals the white mouse, as he was 
called, at the height of his influence, for he was more' con- 
tinuously in harness for the next fifteen years than any other 
statesman of the front rank. The first half of the book con- 
tinues to be dominated by Gambetta, though he declined the 
invitation to join Le Grand Minis tire. Though it had been 
agreed that he should have the War Office, the Premier changed 
his mind, and Freycinet, fearing the constant interference of 
his chief, refused the Foreign Office. Other leading Republi- 
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cans also declining to participate, the Ministry was doomed 
from the start and only lasted two months. Freycinet suc- 
ceeded him and promptly reversed his decision to co-operate 
with England in assuming responsibility for Egypt. The 
difference of opinion clouded the friendship, and before it was 
fully restored Gambetta was dead. The second half of the 
volume depicts the Boulanger episode and describes the 
foundation of the Franco-Russian alliance of which Freycinet 
and Ribot were the principal architects on the French side. 
The author lays down his pen in 1893 at the age of sixty-four, 
since he never again occupied the centre of the stage. The 
who had played an active part in the war of 1 870-1 lived long 
enough to accept a place in the reconstructed Viviani Ministry 
when the storm broke in 1914 and to witness the tri ump h of 
the Allies. Freycinet was a smaller man than Gambetta, Ferry 
and Clemenceau, but he was one of the most useful public 
servants of the Third Republic, and his equable temperament 
saved him from the fierce animosities which embittered the 
career of his more forceful contemporaries. 

Two American Presidents between the Civil War and the 

# 

war of 1914 wrote their autobiographies. Grant’s reminis- 
cences were inspired, not by the customary desire to proclaim a 
creed or vindicate a career, but by financial catastrophe. After 
his second Presidential term he made a leisurely tour round the 
world, and on his return to the United States he invested his 
capital in a business which went bankrupt. Finding himself 
penniless, and gripped by cancer in the throat, he wrote his 
Personal Memoirs. The book proved an instantaneous success 
and restored the fortunes of the family : it was the last and 
finest of his victories. His narrative is pedestrian, but the lack 
of literary skill is partially redeemed by the interest of die 
theme. It is an honest, unadorned, straightforward book. 
There are no purple patches and he never raises his voice. No 
more modest autobiography has ever been written by ? suc- 
cessful man of action. _ # . 

After a detailed account of his apprenticeship in the Mexican 

war Grant reaches the Civil War in the middle of die first 
volume, and the work ends with the restoration of peace. 
Though profoundly convinced of the justice of the cause for 
which he fought, he was free from bitterness against the 
leaders of the rebellion. He is generous in praise and sparmgot 
blame. His best commanders were Sherman and Meade, ine 
soldiers of the South, he declares, like their brethren of the 
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North, were as brave as men can be, and believed in their 
cause as earnestly. Many of the generals in the Confederate 
army he had known in the Academy at West Point or in the 
Mexican campaign. Magnanimous himself, he admired 
magnanimity in others. “ Lincoln always showed a generous 
and kindly spirit towards the people of the South, and I nevet 
heard him abuse an enemy.” No one knew better than Grant 
that he was working under a time limit. “Anything that 
could have prolonged the war a year beyond the time that it 
did finally close would probably have exhausted the North to 
such an extent that they might then have abandoned the 
contest and agreed to a separation.” Hence his intense desire 
to capture Richmond, the Confederate capital, the fall of which, 
he rightly believed, would be the signal for«a general collapse. 

There are many dramatic incidents in this story of the four 
years’ war — the battle of Shiloh, the siege of Vicksburg, the 
carnage in the Wilderness, Sherman’s march to the sea through 
Georgia— but there is nothing so moving in its simplicity as 
Lee’s surrender at Appomattox Court House. The two men 
had served together in the Mexican war but had not met since. 
“ What General Lee’s feelings were I do not know. As he was 
a man of much dignity, with an impassable face, it was im- 
possible to say whether he felt inwardly glad that the end had 
finall y come, or felt sad over the result and was too manly to 
show it. My own feelings, which had been quite jubilant on 
die receipt of his letter, were sad and depressing. I felt like 
anything rather than rejoicing at the downfall of a foe who had 
fought so long and gallantly and had suffered so much for a 
cause, though that cause was, I believe, one of the worst for 
which a people ever fought and one for which there was the 
least excuse. I do not question, however, the sincerity of the 
great mass of those who were opposed to us. . . . The much 
talked of surrendering of Lee’s sword and my handing it back, 
this and much more that has been said about it is the purest 
romance.” They talked about old army times, and the conver- 
sation grew so pleasant that Grant almost forgot the object of 
the visit. When the officers of the two armies met in great 
numbers, they seemed to enjoy it as much as though they had 
been friends separated for a long time while fighting battles 
under the same flag. 

The assassination of Lincoln struck a deadly blow at the 
policy of conciliation favoured and planned by the President 
and the Commander in Chief. “ I knew his goodness of heart. 
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his generosity, his yielding disposition, his desire to have 
everybody happy, and above all his desire to see all die people 
of the United States enter again upon the full privileges of 
citizenship with equality among all.” Andrew Johnson reigned 
in his place with his angry watchword. Treason is a crinw and 
must be made odious. Lincoln, declares Grant, would have 


proved the best friend the South could have had. The book 
ends on a note of kindliness and peace. “ I feel that we ate on 
the eve of a new era, when there is to be great harmony be- 
tween the Federal and the Confederate. I cannot stay to be a 
living witness to the correctness of this prophecy, but I feel it 
within me that it is to be so.” Four days after writing these 
moving words he was dead. 

Theodore Roosevelt’s Autobiography, unlike that of Grant, is 
the work of a practised pen. Written and published in 1913, it 
made no pretence to reveal 'the secrets of state which were 
reserved for the official life by Butlin Bishop, the first volume of 
which was revised by its hero ; yet there is plenty of political 
as well as personal interest in the story. Nearly two-thirds 
of the volume are devoted to the manifold activities of the 


Harvard student, the cow-boy, the historian of the West, the 
head of the New York Police, the Roughrider in the Cuban 
war, the Governor of New York state. There is a breezy 
vigour in the narrative which carries the reader along, though 
there is little distinction of style or thought. No man ever 
enjoyed his life more fully or was less troubled by doubts. 
Maxims are strewn across the pages. “ Do not hit at all if it 
can be avoided, but never hit softly. Practical efficiency is 
common, and lofty idealism not uncommon ; it is die com- 
bination which is necessary and the combination is rare. 
The reader is obviously intended to realise that the qualities 
were combined in the ex-President, and that he was still a 
power in the land, despite his unsuccessful attempt in 1912 

to fight his way back to the White House. 

No event in history has given birth to such a litter of auto- 
biographies as the first world war. With few exceptions the 
actors felt the urge to describe their doings, to explamdieu 
policy, to shift the responsibility for failure or defeat on 
other shoulders. We are reminded of a ff&***** 

and claim their reward. Most of them seem to &e mic^ 
reader to make out a plausible case, and it require P 
knowledge to detect the suppressio vert and suggest* joist in 
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which they abound. Very rarely does a ruler, a statesman or a 
soldier admit an error or confess his insufficiency for his task. 
Yet though their aim is identical, the apologias differ enor- 
mously in literary skill and power to convince. A writer can 
omit or distort facts, and only the expert can catch him out ; 
but he cannot wholly conceal his own character. 

The only crowned head to enter the witness-box is William 
II. The drab colours of his Memoirs present a strange contrast 
to the bright hues of his letters and telegrams, his speeches and 
marginal annotations. There is no suggestion that he ever 
r paHp a mistake, and we are assured that he protested against 
the worst blunders of his counsellors, which as a constitutional 
ruler he was unable to prevent. This is a very different story 
from the proud claim of earlier years that policy was decided 
entirely by himself. It is true enough that he disliked the 
Moroccan adventures of Biilow and Kiderlen ; but he was 
directly responsible for the still greater blunder of the Flotten- 
politiky which, as Count Mettemich pointed out from the 
German Embassy in London, was bound to estrange England 
and to drive her into the Franco-Russian camp. His plea that 
he was innocent of the Kruger telegram is disproved by the 
evidence of the discussions as subsequently revealed. He 
writes with dignity about Bismarck and with gratitude of 
Caprivi and Hohenlohe, but the chapters on Biilow and 
Bethmann are filled with criticism. The former’s handling 
of the Daily Telegraph crisis, he declares, destroyed his 
confidence, and Bethmann was too much of a schoolmaster. 
The Haldane Mission is dismissed as a political manoeuvre, 
and the wisdom no less than the energy of Tirpitz is warmly 
extolled. The author stoutly denies that he or his Ministers, 
his soldiers or his people, desired war. He portrays Germany 
as a profoundly pacific state, wantonly attacked by the Triple 
Entente — a thesis as unconvincing as the rival legend that 
Germany was the only wolf in the sheepfold. A more agree- 
able impression is derived from his second book, My Early 
Life. The Memoirs of the Crown Prince, skilfully edited by 
Karl Rosner, cover part of the same ground. Friction between 
the ruler and his heir, he frankly confesses, was a Hohenzollem 
tradition ; but he pays homage to his father’s idealism, high 
character and devotion to peace. 

The three principal advisers of William II during the critical 
years of his reign, Biilow, Bethmann and Tirpitz, have told 
their story at length. The fourth Chancellor fell from power 
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at the age of 60, but it was not till after the collapse of the 
Hohenzollem Empire nearly ten years later that he began his 
vindication. He started with his appointment to the Foreign 
Office in 1 897, and described the twelve years of his glory in 
two stout volumes. A shorter sequel sketched his activities 
during the following decade, with special emphasis on his 
mission to Rome in the winter of 1914-1 5 and his unsuccessful 
efforts to keep Italy out of the fray. When the main part of 
the task was completed, the old statesman turned to his 
earlier career, narrating in a bulky fourth volume his experi- 
ences in Bismarckian Germany and in the capitals of Conti- 
nental Europe. Written with the pervasive charm of his 
speeches and conversation, his Memoirs rank as a literary 
masterpiece : tried by the higher tests of historical accuracy 
and moral integrity they stand condemned. No apologia of 
our time has provoked such vigorous reprisals. Wandering 
down his long gallery Biilow allows himself scarcely a word of 
praise. His father, Foreign Secretary during the Congress of 
Berlin, is one exception ; Bismarck, who started him on his 
career, is another. Repeated tributes are paid to the Kaiserin 
and to his gifted Italian wife for their goodness of heart : 
neither of them, he explains, was a politician.. The picture of 
the Kaiser is a triumph of polished malevolence, built up by a 
thousand touches, occasional expressions of personal liking 
enhancing the severity of the final verdict. Next to William 
II his own successor receives the hardest knocks. Bethmann 
is presented as a spineless mediocrity, whose performance 
would be almost ludicrous had it not ended in catastrophe. 
Minor figures, such as Monts and Jagow, are pursued with 


venomous hate. , , 

The thesis of the work is that Biilow was gravely handi- 
capped by an impulsive master; that he nevertheless piloted the 
ship of state through the shoals without war or humiliating 
compromise ; that he left his country stronger and safer than 
he found it ; that his legacy was squandered by his incompetent 
successor. Like most of his tribe he attempts to prove ’ 
much. The self-righteousness becomes oppressive, even to th 
uncritical reader who cannot detect all his wiles, ^s 
savoury anecdotes of the private lives of contemporaries 
recoil upon the head of a man who unblushingly describes the 
amours oOfis earlier years. The cWef sunrise htbe 
that the most dazzling figure of post-Bismarcki . J 
lacked the instincts of a gentleman. How such a cultiva 
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man of the world could be unaware that he was damaging his 
own reputation far more than the objects of his attacks is a 
mystery. The mot is attributed to William II that Bulow is 
the only known example of a man committing suicide after his 

death. 

Next in importance among German leaders is the testimony 
of Tirpitz, who told his story twice over. His Memoirs, 
published shortly after the war, were widely read, and a cheap 
abridgement enjoyed an enormous sale. Several years later he 
returned to the charge in two massive volumes entitled 
'Political Documents , stuffed with valuable material. The 
Admiral was a big man, who knew what he wanted and strove 
with iron will to reach his goal. A great people, he declares, 
can only be made and kept safe by power, since Might has 
always gone before Right. The object of his battleships was 
not to make war but to win an independent position. The 
downfall of Germany was due to bad statesmanship. Mainly 
owing to the Kaiser’s support a formidable navy was fashioned, 
but the army lagged behind. With a stronger army and a 
wiser attitude towards Russia, the position would have been 
unassailable. Simultaneously to antagonize England and 
Russia was a mistake. The gravedigger of Germany was 
Bethmann, who sacrificed the interests of national defence to 
the beaux yeux of perfidious Albion, and who tried to conduct 
war on the principle of limited liability. Tirpitz, like Bulow, 
argues that his work was good, and that it was ruined by an 
incompetent Chancellor. “ England’s love of peace and 
consideration of our interests grew pari passu with our fleet.” 
Metternich, the unceasing advocate of naval limitation, 
receives almost as many lashes as Bethmann himself. The real 
enemy before and during the war was England, not Russia. 
Tlie fleet should have played for high stakes at the outset, 
and the submarine weapon should have been ruthlessly 
applied. In these strong and bitter books, which paint a 
devastating picture of disunion in high places, Tirpitz dismisses 
the civilians as contemptuously as Sir William Robertson in his 
Soldiers and Statesmen. It is an old quarrel. Ludendorff has 
written a book entitled Politik und Kriegftihrmg to prove that 
the best chance of winning a war is when political and military 
power are combined in a single hand, as in the case bf Napoleon 
and Frederick the Great. 

Very different in tone is Bethmann’s Reflections on the World 
War. The unsullied character and devotion to peace of the 
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fifth German Chancellor, the lover of Plato and Beethoven, are 
as incontestable as his temperamental unfitness for the post of 
pilot in stormy seas. His book is pitched throughout in a 
minor key. We seem to hear the plaintive accents of Hamlet 
lamenting that the times were out of joint and that he was 
called to set them right. Since Russia was lost, owing to her 
alliance with France, the only chance of escape from encircle- 
ment was an agreement with England. Unfortunately he 
inherited an estrangement which he vainly strove to heal. 
His policy was to meet British demands with regard to the 
fleet in return for a neutrality pact, but neither side was willing 
to make the necessary sacrifice. He was not master in his own 
house, for Tirpitz had the Kaiser’s ear. Still more tragic was 
his failure to assert himself in the critical days of 1914. He 
should have insisted on being consulted by Austria at every 
step of the way instead of handing Berchtold a blank cheque. 
His pages on the outbreak of war reveal a good man contri- 
buting by his blunders to the catastrophe which he was as 
anxious as Grey to avert. Like Aberdeen in 1854, he drifted 
into war, hoping to the end that England and Russia would not 
fight. Compared with his full-blooded rivals, Tirpitz and 
Ludendorff, he is a shadow on the wall. The second volume is 
filled with the struggle against the military and naval advisers 
of his master. When the renewal of the submarine war was 
decided at the opening of 1 9 1 7 he realised the madness of a 
step which involved the belligerence of the United States. He 
argued against it, grudgingly accepted it, remained in office 
instead of resigning, and was roughly evicted by the Generals 
six months later. There are few more depressing careers in 


recent times. 

The leading statesmen of Russia have also told their story. 
The most striking apologia among the older generation is 
that of Witte, whom his friend and factotum Dr. Dillon used to 
describe as Russia’s only statesman and the ablest Russian since 
Peter the Great. “ I am neither a Liberal nor a Conservative, 
he used to say, and indeed he was the loneliest figure on the 
stage. He despised the feeble Tsar, and Nicholas H detested 
his rough-mannered Minister. Written abroad after his faU 
from power in 1906, his Memoirs contain even more than* 
usual number of distortions and tricks of memory as well as 
the customary animosities of disappointed men. His depreca- 
tion of the people with whom he worked, except his ojd mas 
Alexander m, leaves a disagreeable impression. He alone 
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possessed the insight -to realise and the courage to proclaim 
that the Russian Empire was too rotten to wage war either 
with Japan or the Central Powers. He died in 1915, a few 
months too early to witness the fulfilment of his darkest 

anticipations. . , , . 

Iswolsky commenced his Memoirs when the Bolshevist 

revolution deprived him of his Embassy in Paris, but he had 
only brought his narrative up to his appointment as Foreign 
Minis ter in 1 906 when he died. His successor Saxonoff, a 
better but a smaller man, employed his closing days in France 
in die same way. Wisely limiting himself to his six years in 
office, he lived just long enough to complete his task. Though 
le had no desire for war, he was quite ready to risk a world- 
wide conflagration for the maintenance of what he regarded 
as just Russian claims in the Near East. His patronage of the 
Balkan League in 191 2, which led Poincar6 to exclaim : “ Mais 
c’cst une Convention de Guerre,” is defended on the ground 
that the Balkan States could not neglect the golden oppor- 
tunity of the Tripoli war. Turkish rule in the Balkans, he 
explains, was a hideous anachronism. He realised the possi- 
bility of a European conflict ; yet “ not to help Serbia and 
Bulgaria to realise their aims meant not only the abandonment 
by Russia of her historical mission, but the surrender without a 
struggle to the enemy of the Slav peoples of positions won by 
the efforts of centuries.” The author of that revealing sentence 
can hardly be reckoned among the champions of peace. He 
disclaims Germanophobia, but the Liman Mission to Turkey 
stirred him to passionate excitement. Hostility to Austria, 
whom he holds responsible for the catastrophe in 1 9 1 4, runs 
like a red thread through his book. Germany is condemned, 
not for a will to war, but for giving rein to the Austrian 
steed. Europe staggered into war because neither of the two 
p.astpm Empires was willing to face a loss of prestige. 

T .ikp most of the ex-Ministers of the Tsar Count Kokovtsoff 
settled in France, where he devoted himself to the vindication 
of his career. Out of the Past begins with his appointment as 
Minis ter of Finance in 1903 on the eve of the Japanese war, and 
deals in detail with the crowded years down to his fall at the 
opening of 1914. The account of the Dumas, of the financial 
recovery from the Japanese war, of the economic development 
of the country, of his colleagues, of his occasional contacts 
with foreign affairs, are only less interesting than his pictures 
of the Tsar, the Tsarina, Rasputin and die Court. The book 
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closes with a brief sketch of the war, the revolution and the 
author’s flight. Kokovtsoff lacked Witte’s rugged strength, 
but nobody worked more faithfully or efficiently for the T sari st 
regime than Stolypin’s successor as President of the Council, 
who may be described as a moderate Conservative. That he 
was dismissed from his post and replaced by Goremykin, a 
nerveless old reactionary, was a fresh illustration of the 
baneful influence of the Tsarina and the Tsar’s preference for 
second-rate men. At the parting interview with his master 
neither could restrain his tears. When he saw him for the last 


time in January, 1917, he was shocked by the change. “He had 
become almost unrecognisable. His face had grown very thin 
and hollow and covered with small wrinkles. His eyes had 
become faded and wandered aimlessly from object to object.” 

Ttotzky’s autobiography was written in embittered exile 
when Stalin had taken die reins from the dying hands of their 
common master. The intellectual power of the organiser of 
the Red Army and the Foreign Minister grips the reader 
from the start, and he writes as well as he used to speak. His 
record of the peace negotiations at Brest-Litovsk is extremely 
vivid. When he mentioned the German Government, General 


Hoffmann interrupted him in a voice hoarse with anger : “ I 
do not represent the German Government here, but the 
German High Command.” His object, he confesses, was to 
delay the negotiations : it was Lenin who insisted on making 
peace. The darker features of what Trotzky describes as the 
most revolutionary regime ever known to humanity are toned 
down, and we must look elsewhere for information on the 
wholesale slaughter which inaugurated and disgraced the 
Soviet experiment. His later and more ambitious work, 
History of the Russian Revolution , , though less personal, may be 
regarded as a further instalment of a large scale apologia. 
The drama is described from a different angle but with equal 
authority in Kerensky’s spirited work The Catastrophe. 

Since Berchtold’s eagerly awaited apologia, though nearly 
completed, has not appeared, and Conrad’s Memoirs are little 
more than a vast storehouse of documents, we passto lta y, 
where Giolitti occupies the centre of the stage. The most 
accomplished Parliamentary manager of Us time records 
decades of service from the days of Cnspi to his final Pmrruet- 
ship after the world war. There is no charm or colour m tlus 
frigid autobiography, and the story of the stealthy preparations 
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for the rape of Tripoli is particularly cold-blooded. “ I had 
for some time reflected on the Lybian question,” he writes, 

“ with die firm intention of solving it at the first opportunity. 

If we had not gone to Tripoli, some other Power would.” His 
picture of the Foreign Minister and himself, who alone were 
m the secret, spending the summer of 191 1 in the country “ to 
show that nothing was in the wind,” will always remain a 
classical example of secret diplomacy. His maxim was limited 
liability. He preferred subterranean strategy to the big stick, 
and in foreign affairs he opposed ambitious objectives. He was 
ready for the Tripoli adventure, because the diplomatic pre- 
paration was complete and Turkey could not reinforce her 
scanty garrisons either by land or sea. Consulted by Salandra 
on the outbreak of war he advised neutrality. He disapproved 
the plunge in 1915, not from tenderness for Austria, but be- 
cause he disliked gambling for the highest stakes. Austria, he 
argued, would make considerable sacrifices to preserve 
Italian neutrality. Something could be gained at once without 
the shedding of blood, and the rest would follow in due course, 
(einr<» the Hapsburg Empire was doomed to dissolution by 
racial discord and the stress of war. He was overruled by 
ftalandra, who had the secret Treaty of London in his desk, and 
who has told the story of Italy’s intervention in two volumes of 
dramatic interest. 

Poincaird’s Memoirs head the list of French autobiographical 
contributions to the literature of the war. An accomplished 
writer, a member of the Acaddmie Fran^aise, and a leader of 
the French bar, he could state a case as well as any man of his 
time. When his seven years as President of the Republic 
ended in 1920, he began the most imposing apologia in French 
literature since that of Ollivier. Six addresses, Les Origtnes de 
la Guerre , delivered and published in 1921, survey French 
policy from 1871 to 1914, and may be regarded as a prologue 
to the larger work. There is a good deal of autobiography in 
the second half of the book, and the picture of the voyage home 
from Russia in July, 1914, with wireless messages pouring in 
and anxiety increasing every hour, lingers in our memory. 
He was greeted by the Minister of War with the words : Vous 
allez voir Paris : c’est splendide. Leaving the first fifty years 
of his career to his biographers, he begins his Souvenirs with the 
summons to the Premiership in January, 1912, on the morrow 
of the Agadir crisis. The resounding title, Au Service de la 
France , embodies his proudest claim. If the exuberance of 
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Gambetta and the passion of Clemenceau ate lacking, we sense 
throughout the patriotic emotion of one whom even his many 
enemies admit to have been a great Frenchman. 

The first two volumes, dealing with his memorable year 
as Premier and Foreign Secretary, are the most interesting 
and valuable of all. The third and fourth, describing die 
first eighteen months of his Presidency, arc less authoritative, 
for he explains again and again that French policy was made by 
the Cabinets, not by himself. The charge brought against him , 
not only by German foes but by some of his own countrymen, 
that he worked for war is angrily denied. To the statements in 
Iswolsky’s despatches that he encouraged Russia to rash 
adventures in the Balkans, he replies that the Ambassador 
systematically misreported him, and that he never went an 
inch beyond the formal obligations of the Dual Alliance. 
In 1930 he took up the grave charge of being a war-monger in 
a small volume entitled Les Kesponsabilitis de la Guerre , which 
replied to fourteen searching questions by a young critic for 
whom he felt respect. The six volumes of the Memoirs which 
cover the years of the war abandon the narrative method in 
favour of extracts from his diary, some of which, particularly 
the snapshots of celebrities, are vivid enough though many 
others are not worth printing. The work would have gained 
in impressiveness if it had been shorter and less self-righteous. 
From Clemenceau down to the meanest scribbler he breaks a 
lance with all his critics and foes. It is not a loveable person- 


In his declining years Asquith traced the outlines of his 
career and rebutted the charge that he had failed to prepare 
for the ordeal of war. A first-class classical scholar and a over 
of good literature, he could write well enough when he chose ; 
but The Genesis of the War , the first and most important of his 
books Fifty Years of Parliament, and Memories and Reflections, 
are the work of a tired man and add nothing to the reputation 
of our greatest Parliamentarian since Gladstone. Haldanes 
narrative presented in Before the War and in his posthumous 
Autobiography, though on a smaller scaleandeovering a more 
limited field, is of high value as a contribution tofcg 
history of Anglo-German relations. Models 

gem of the book. The Memorandum on Re. 

ffter his death, traces the agonising experiences and disagree- 
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meftts of the Liberal Cabinet during die memorable days which 

ended his public career. . . . . 

Three works stand out from the multitude of apologias 

produced in England by the first world war. The ample 
narratives of Winston Churchill and Lloyd George resemble 
each other in their tingling vitality, their colossal self-assurance, 
t h e if robust conviction that die mistakes which nearly lost us 
the war were made by other men, their unconcealed contempt 
for slower minds and weaker wills. No one can read their 
testimony without realising that the writers are bom leaders, 
unlike Asquith or Grey among their political colleagues, unlike 
Balfour and Bonar Law, MacDonald and Baldwin in the rival 
camps. But men of action who, as the phrase goes, can deliver 
the goods, sometimes supply the wrong kind of article. No 
one nowadays contests the services to the cause of the Allies 
rendered by the two most dynamic personalities in British 
politics, and no one will deny the narrative and argumentative 
power with which they have conducted their defence. Yet such 
bom fighters do not always silence their critics. 

Churchill’s literary virtuosity was revealed in youth by his 
sparkling life of his father, and The World Crisis is full of purple 
patches, some of them rising into magnificent eloquence ; but 
Lloyd George’s skill with the pen came as a surprise. We had 
all wondered who would be entrusted with the responsibility 
of presenting his case. The answer was given by the changes 
and chances of domestic politics ; his fall from power decided 
that, despite his lack of literary training, he should tell his own 
story. “ I was the only official figure who went right through 
it from the declaration of war to the signing of peace. I make my 
contribution, not as one who claims to be an experienced 
author, but as a witness giving evidence on what he remembers 
of these tremendous transactions.” 

His book, he claims with justice, is the most carefully and 
richly documented account of the great Armageddon. The 
self-righteousness which mars nearly all apologias is conspicu- 
ous in the six volumes of his War Memoirs . Grey, Asquith, 
Haig, Robertson, Jellicoe and many other prominent actors 
are mercilessly trounced, but quite as many, French as well as 
British, are warmly praised. There are no half-tones, hesita- 
tions or doubts, though he reminds us that chance, not right, 
is the supreme judge in war. We are reminded of Melbourne’s 
remark : “ I wish I was as cocksure about anything as 

Macaulay is about everything.” Yet die power is unmis- 
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takable. Who can ever forget the grim chapters on Paschen- 
dael ? Even if there is another side in many of these con- 
troversies, the tremendous spectacle unfolds itself swiftly and 
vividly before our eyes. The two stout supplementary volumes 
on the making of the peace treaties are as friendly to Clemen- 
ceau as they are hostile to Poincar6. 

No greater contrast can be imagined than between the 
apologias of Lloyd George and Edward Grey : we c ann ot be 
surprised, for the authors were antipathetic throughout life. 
The one is still covered with the dust of co nfli ct^ the other is 
cool, dignified and relatively detached. The one belabours 
his critics and foes, dead or alive, with resounding blows, the 
other is content to describe what he thought and did. The one 
is something of a superman, the other a cultivated English 
gentleman with a tradition of public service in the sound of his 
name. The one blows his own trumpet unceasingly with all 
the strength of his powerful lungs, the other never raises his 
voice above conversational tones. Dictated to his second wife 
at the close of his career, Grey’s Twenty-Five Years is a master- 
piece of its kind. If the object of political autobiography is to 
win new friends and conciliate antagonists, his apologia 
is one of the most successful ever written. We shall continue 
to differ as to the merits of his guiding principle of Continent- 
alism which he inherited from Lansdowne, and in regard to his 
handling of particular issues as they arose. Yet few readers \yill 
close the book without feeling that he has been in the company 
of a states man devoted, not only to the interests of his country 
as he conceived them, but to the cause of European peace. 

The moving apologia of Prince Max of Baden, the last 
Imperial Chancellor, reveals an equally attractive personality. 
Called to the helm in September 1918, when the German front 
was collapsing, he discovered the situation to be even worse 
than he feared. “ I thought I had been summoned at five min- 
utes to twelve,” he wrote to his cousin the Grand Duke of 
Baden, “ but I found it was five minutes after.” His intention 
was to go to the limit of compromise in the exchanges with 
Washington, and to summon the German people to a desperate 
effort if the armistice terms appeared unendurable. It began to 
dawn on the nation, however, that there might be an easier 
wav of escape. President Wilson had repeatedly declared that 
he was at war with a system, and his October notes plainly 
hinted that the Kaiser must go. The Chancellor, the heir o 
the throne of Baden and a monarchist by conviction as well as 
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birth, strove to save the Imperial throne. The key to the 
Son was in the hands of tfc Socialis«, for if the, officially 
demanded the abdication of William II and were rebufled, 
they would withdraw from the Coalition and the Government 
would fall. He persuaded Ebert and Scheidemann to postpone 
the demand, and used the breathing space to urge the ruler to 
save his dynasty by abdication. Hindenburg, however, 
warned his master that the army might go to pieces if this 
n A,r\r» Tirprp ta 1r f»n. and the Chancellor declined to force his 


sovereign’s hand. , . . - , , 

The mutiny at Kiel was the beginning of the end, but 

William II was resolved to yield to force alone. Even when, 
on November 8 th, the Chancellor at last telephoned : “Your 
abdication is essential to avert civil war,” he refused to move. 
The threatened revolution in Berlin had been held back from 
November 8 till November 9, and on that historic day it was a 
race against time. At 9.1 j a.m. the news was telephoned from 
Spa that the generals were about to inform their master that the 
army would not support him in a civil war* At n a message 
came that he had resolved to abdicate and that the formula 
would reach the capital in half an hour. Meanwhile the workers 
were pouring into the streets, and the deposition might be pro- 
claimed at any moment. When the half hour elapsed without 
the promised formula, Prince Max vainly endeavoured to 
reach the monarch by telephone. As a last chance of saying the 
monarchy, he announced that the Kaiser had decided to 
resign ; that the Chancellor would only remain in office till the 
questions involved in the resignation of the monarch, the 
renunciation of the Crown Prince, and the creation of a 
Regency were settled ; that he intended to propose to the 
Regent the appointment of Ebert as Chancellor and the 
election of a Constituent Assembly by universal suffrage. This 
declaration was known at midday, but it came too late to affect 
events. At 2 p.m. Scheidemann proclaimed the Republic 
from the Reichstag building, and the Hohenzollem dynasty, 
after ruling for five centuries, was at an end. A few minutes 
later the promised announcement arrived, in which William It 
abdicated as Emperor but not as King of Prussia. This crazy 
formula was worthy of the ruler whose short-sighted obstinacy 
had frustrated the efforts of his patriotic Chancellor to save the 
dynasty, A Regency for his grandson might have prevented 
the Nazi revolution, for the republic aroused little enthusiasm 
in what Herder once described as the land of obedience. 
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In her delightful volumes The Story of My Life , Queen Marie 
of Roumania put her country on the map. The first describes 
the Courts of her grandmother Queen Victoria, her uncle 
Alexander III, and her great-uncle, the childless Ernst, Duke of 
Coburg, whose heir was her father, the Duke of Edinburgh. 
The second contains a vivid picture of the Court at Bucharest 
when King Carol and Carmen Sylva were on the throne. For 
a woman throbbing with vitality and with ideas of her own 
it was torture to be kept in a gilded cage, though her respect 
for the ruler’s fine qualities steadily increased. Her husband, 
Prince Ferdinand, emerges as a kindly mediocrity, paralysed 
by his inferiority complex and overawed by his formidable 
uncle. With Roumania’s intervention in the Balkan conflict 
and the accession of Ferdinand in 1914 the author becomes a 
national figure. The third volume, fortified by copious 
extracts from the Queen’s diaries, gives a dramatic picture of 
the world war seen through Roumanian spectacles — the long 
hesitation of Bratiano, the plunge into the whirlpool in 1916, 
the collapse of the army, the dictated treaty, the re-entry into 
the struggle when the tide turned, the triumphant return to 
Bucharest. Throughout these tempestuous years the spirited, 
talented and beautiful Queen was the soul of the national 
defence. It was only now, after twenty years*of residence, that 
she took Roumania to her heart : in her own words, she felt 


herself the mother of an enormous family. When all the leading 
men in the country had virtually given up hope, she retained 
her faith in the triumph of the allies. At the end of 1 91 5 Czernin, 
the Austrian Minister, told her that the fate of Roumania 
was in her hands, for the King would follow her advice. Now 
was the time to join the Central Powers : it was the last chance 
of coming in on the winning side. The Queen was reduced to 
tears, but her will was unbroken. “ You say my word would be 
decisive. I do not know if this is true, but I do know that I 
cannot act otherwise. I should die of grief if Roumania were 
to go to war against England.” England, she reminded her 
importunate visitor, always won the last battle. 

Two out of the many post-war Dictators have employed 
autobiography as an instrument of propaganda. Mussolini 
compiled his record at the suggestion of Richard Washburn 
r hi1d x American Ambassador in Rome 1921-1924, who edited 
the manuscript and sung his praises in an ecstatic F°^word. 
“ It is aU his, and so like him ! .... I have a deep affection for 
him Curzon used to refer to him as that absurd man. 
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Time has shown that he is both wise and humane. ... In our 
tim e it may be shrewdly forecast that no man will exhibit 
dimensio ns of permanent greatness equal to those of Mussolini.” 
The volume thus heralded by American trumpets and pul> 
lished in 1928 differs from Mein Kampf in its brevity and its 
lack of ideological background. The first time the Ambassador 
saw him, shortly before the march on Rome, he inquired about 
his visitor’s programme. ‘‘Work and discipline” was the 
1in h*»cifr»ting; reply. There is no word about race or the Jews, 
nothing about a new gospel for mankind. It is more of a 
narrative and less of an academic discourse : for Mussolini’s 
philosophy we must turn to his famous article on Fascism 
contributed to the Italian Encyclopedia. It is in fact far less 
interesting both as a book and as a revelation of personality, 
and it enjoyed very limited success. Dictated in the brief 
intervals of a busy ruler’s life, it is a second-rate performance in 
comparison with Hitler’s maturely considered and frequently 
revised manifesto. Yet there are striking similarities. There is 
the same picture of the ignominious collapse of democracy, 
of the ctaving of a great people for a firm hand at the helm, of 
the emergence of a superman at the psychological moment, the 
tame brazen self-confidence, the same shrill invective against 
all who stood in his way. No political apologia exudes a more 
childish conviction of infallibility. 

The larger half of the volume is devoted to the years of 
apprenticeship and the struggle for power. How much is 
discreetly omitted in these seemingly artless pages, how much 
is transformed, we may learn from Megaro’s documented 
biography. No autobiography, however, wholly fails to reveal 
its author’s personality, and Mussolini has a dramatic story to 
tell. Ever a fighter he knew hunger and imprisonment ; he 
was expelled from the Socialist party ; he fought duels ; he 
learned to fly ; he was badly wounded in the war. He pays 
tributes to his parents, his wife, “ a wise and excellent woman,” 
and his brother Amaldo ; but he declares that no political 
friends ever had the slightest influence on him. Dictators are 
always lonely men. “ I found the crown lying in the mud,” 
remarked Napoleon ; “ I picked it up and put it on my head.” 
According to Mussolini there was no rival for the first place 
when he and his Blackshirts marched on Rome. “ Nobody 
wanted the responsibility of power.” D’Annunzio is hailed as a 
forerunner of the national revival, but he had few followers. 
“ The Fascisti are the aristocracy of Italy.” Fascism was an 
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insurrection of national dignity, the revolt of dynamic youth 
against moribund middle-class mediocrity. The old gang of 
Liberal Italy, Giolitti, Orlando, Bonomi, Facta, are dismissed 
with contempt while Nitti is pursued with cries of rancorous 
hate. The Socialists, the Populari, the Liberals, the Conserva- 
tives are all brushed disdainfully aside as out of date. He 
admits that Matteotti was murdered by Fascists, but explains 
that they were completely outside the responsible elements of 
the party. After six years of power he looks back with pride 
an d forward with boundless confidence. “ Mine is a policy of 


peace. To-day in Italy we breathe the open air ; life is exposed 
to the light of day. I am forty-five and I feel the vigour of my 
work and my thought. I have annihilated in myself every 
egotism. I feel that all Italians understand and love me ; I 
know that only he is loved who leads without weakness, 
without deviation, with disinterestedness and full faith.” 
Such are the illusions of our supermen. 

Hitler’s autobiography, the last item on our list, is in a class 
by itself, for it was written several years before the author 
took the helm. Mein Kampf is thus a programme as well as a 
narrative. The first volume was dictated to his secretary, 


Rudolf Hess, during their brief imprisonment after the Munich 
putsch of 1923, the second was composed after his release. 
Beginning with his boyhood near Linz, he describes in detail 
his experiences in Vienna, where he learned to hate Jews and 
Marxists and to dream of uniting Teutonic Austria with the 
Reich. The move to Munich in 1912 was followed by volun- 
teer service in the German army on the Western front. The 
granting of permission in response to his appeal is described 
as the happiest day of his life. The collapse of 1918, announced 
while he was suffering from gas in a Prussian hospital, inspired 
him with the determination to raise his adopted country from 
the dust. If he had heard of Chatham he would have adopted 
his proud words : “ I know that I can save my country, and 1 
know that nobody else can.” On leaving the army he began 
his campaign in Munich and drew up the National Socialist 

programme in twenty-five points. In his own 7 ord *’ ^5 

his audiences, and on finding that two thousand P e 0 P le J^ d 
come to hear him he was confident that the | battle ; w • 
Some day, he could not tell when, he would be not merely 

Chancellor but the effective ruler of his country. 
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Mein Kampf is a curious mixture of idealism and fanaticism, 
sanity and rant. The first thing that strikes the reader is that 
it is the work of an ill-educated man, stuffed with undigested 
fragments of knowledge. Swallowing the fantastic nonsense 
of Gobineau and Houston Stewart Chamberlain, Hitler bases 
the community of his dreams on the conception of racial purity. 
The Aryans, he tells us, are the builders of civili2ation, the Jews 
its d estroyers. When he speaks of the Jews, to whom he denies 
all virtues and all rights, he raves like a lunatic. Next to 
keeping the blood-stream pure comes the exaltation of country 
over town. Blood and soil I he cries. Let the maximum number 
of German citizens till the earth I He detests the life of the 
cities with their moral and intellectual temptations. In the 
noisy factories, the overcrowded tenements, the stuffy beer- 
houses, men talk, speculate, criticise, fall a prey to Socialist and 
Communist agitators. Let them live in the open air, in contact 
with nature, where there is room to breathe and to multiply 1 

The third article is the doctrine of leadership, the guidance 
of the nation by a representative man instead of by transient 
Chancellors and dissolving coalitions. A steady course, he 
argues, can only be pursued when a single unchallengeable will 
is in control, acting in the interests of the nation but without 
asking its permission before decisions are taken. All parties 
in consequence must disappear except that to which the Leader 
belongs, and minorities must hold their tongue. In the interest 
of national strength the individual must give way to the state. 
Children must be brought up to profess the opinions of the 
Leader, whatever their parents may say. The place of woman is 
in the home, her duty to have the maximum number of healthy 
children. Finally he summons his countrymen, when they have 
regained their armed strength and secured an ally, to strike 
down France, the deadly enemy, as a preliminary to the march 
into Southern Russia. When the book was written he had no 
wish for colonies overseas : what he desired was new territory 
in Europe, “ where the German peasant can breed children.” 
The duty of diplomacy was to prepare the way for the titanic 
struggle on which the future of the nation depended. There is 
no trace of the animosity against the Churches which he dis- 
played after his accession to power, though it is clearly revealed 
in Rauschning’s Hitler speaks . 

No more explosive work has appeared since Marx’s Capital, 
and all other political apologias taken together have not 
enjoyed the circulation or the influence of Mein Kampf. Millions 
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of copies have been printed. Selections are read aloud in 
Labour camps, and from the beginning of 1936 a copy was 
supplied to wedded couples of Aryan blood. While other 
political autobiographies have had to make their way by their 
own merits, Hitler has had the machinery of official propa- 
ganda to speed his offspring on its way. Among the books 
which have made history, however short our list, its place is 
assured, for the gospel of totalitarian government, rabid 
anti-Semitism and calculated aggression proclaimed when the 
author was a private citizen was carried out to the letter when 
he became the most powerful man in the world. It has been 
truly said that Mein Kampf never lets you down. 

Political autobiographies no longer occupy the honoured 
place as historical authorities which they held a century 
ago when Carlyle was writing on the French Revolution. 
The argument that the actor must know best what he had 
done, or attempted to do, breaks down again and again when 
it is put to the test of contemporary evidence. Among the 
memorable achievements of Ranke, the greatest of professional 
historians, none was more needed, and none was more fruitful, 
than his challenge to historical memoirs, and the critical analyses 
scattered through his sixty volumes are an essential part of a 
historian’s education. Written as a rule in old age or when the 
actor’s work is done, sometimes with failing grip and often 
with inadequate documentary material, the political apologia 
needs to be studied with exceptionally critical eyes. Even 
when the good faith of a witness is beyond cavil and he has 
nothing to conceal, tricks of memory are inevitable as the 
perspective changes with advancing years. It is almost always a 
case of Dichtmg und Wahrheit. Add the tendentious omissions m 
most specimens of this type of literature, the deliberate or su 
conscious misrepresentation of individuals, situations and 
events, the urge to shift responsibility for errors on to other 
shoulders, the temptation both of great and small men 0 
blow their own trumpet, and we shall begin to realize that 
ground under our feet is not nearly so solid as it appears. As 
Sainte-Beuve tersely remarks, Chacun n icrtt que ce qrn k . 
Only if contemporary records are at his disposalcMi _ 
conscientious historian move with confident tread 
dangerous guides are not those whose flaming P & 

gish self-righteousness put the reader on guar , 

start, but those who attempt to conceal their las 

smokescreen of impartiality. 



THE FRENCH REVOLUTION AS A 

WORLD FORCE. 

T HE French Revolution is the most important event in 
the life of modem Europe. Herder compared it to the 
Reformation and the rise of Christianity. It deserves to be 
ranked with those two great movements in history, because, 
liltf them, it destroyed many of the landmarks of the world in 
which generations of men had passed their lives, because it 
was a movement towards a completer humanity, and because 
it too was a religion, with its doctrines, its apostles, and its 
martyrs. It brought on the stage of human affairs forces which 
have moulded our actions ever since and have taken a per- 
manent place among the formative influences of civilization. 
It stood above all for equality of opportunity, declaring each 
one of us, regardless of birth, colour, nationality or creed, to 

be possessed of inalienable rights. 

As. travellers and publicists of the eighteenth century fore- 
saw the approach of the Revolution, so historians seek its roots 
in the generations and indeed in the centuries which preceded 
it. Louis Blanc argued that no man could date its beginning, 
since all nations had contributed to produce it. “All the 
revolts of the past unite and lose themselves in it, like rivers 
in the sea. It is the glory of France to have performed the 
work of the human race at the price 01 her own blood.” The 
famous socialist commences his narrative with John Hus, but 
this is to pile a needless burden on our backs. It is enough for 
us to remember that the Reformation had challenged ecclesi- 
astical authority ; that the doctrine of the supremacy of con- 
science was extended from the sphere of religious belief to 
that of political action ; that the growing claims of the human 
spirit were nourished on the doctrines of the Law of Nature 
and the Social Contract ; that the yoke of a dying feudalism 
and a corrupt autocracy bred increasing exasperation amonj. 
nations rapidly advancing in wealth and education ; that the 
explosion occurred in France sooner than elsewhere, not 
because her condition was more intolerable, but owing to the 
converging influence of certain political, financial, intellectual, 
and personal factors. It is the supreme achievement of Albert 
Sorel to have exhibited the Revolution, which had appeared 
to some observers as the subversion and to others as the 
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regeneration of the world, as the natural result of the history 
of France and Europe. 

Every schoolboy, as Macaulay would say, knows that the 
French Revolution sprang from the combination of mat erial 
grievances and intellectual ferment, and that it was the latter 
which made the former more fiercely resented. Among the 
factors which compelled the French bourgeoisie to thinlr and 
to ask questions about public affairs two stand out pre-eminent 
— the writings of Rousseau and the revolt of the American 
Colonies. It is a curious coincidence that neither of the two 
men who have played perhaps the greatest part in the political 
life of modem France were Frenchmen ; for the one was bom 
in Corsica and the other in Geneva. The style of Jean Jacques 
was an open passport in the land where literary expression 
is honoured as the greatest of the arts ; and his challenge to 
the social and political order of the age of Louis XV was 
delivered with the force and directness of a blow. “ L’homme 
est n£ libre,” begins the Contrat Social , “ et partout il est dans 
les fere.” Here in a single sentence was ammunition enough 
to lay the battlements of feudal Europe in ruins. Like other 
great explosive influences he combines destruction with con- 
struction, mixing criticism with hope. Society is evil, but 
man is by nature good. To substitute the nile of the people 
for the tyranny of one, to replace the Roman Church, with 
its elaborate institutions and dogmas, by the natural pieties 
implanted in the human heart, to restore the simplicity of 
family life, to humanize education, to follow, in a word, the 
dictates of reason and conscience : here was the way to build 
a new and happier world. 

If Rousseau’s burning pages were devoured by every one 
who could read, the revolt of the American colonies, in the 
success of which France played a decisive part, proved that a 
determined people could change its government and create 
a prosperous and orderly society without king, nobility, or a 
state church. The impression on the Old World was deepened 
by the ringing sentences in which Jefferson proclaimed die 
rights of man and of peoples. “We hold these trufts t0 ^ 
self-evident,” runs the Declaration of Independence, that 
men are created equal ; that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain inalienable rights, among them life, liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness ; that to secure these rights Govern- 
ments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers rom 
the consent of the governed ; that whenever any form 
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government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right 
of the people to alter or abolish it, and to institute a new 
Government, laying its foundation on such principles and 
organizing its power in such form as to them shall seem most 
likely to effect their safety and happiness. Prudence indeed 
will dictate that governments long established shall not be 
changed for light and transient causes ; and all experience hath 
shown that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils 
are sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms 
to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of 
abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, 
evinces a design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it 
is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such government 
and to provide new guards for their future security.” The 
principles enunciated in the historic document which founded 
a nation were reiterated in greater detail in the constitutions 
of the separate states ; and a few years later a French assembly 
was to borrow not only the spirit but in some cases the very 

words of its transatlantic model. 

When the States-General met at Versailles in May 1789 for 
the first time since 1614, neither the king nor his advisers 
realized the importance of the decision they had taken. On 
ascending the throne Louis XVI had summoned Turgot to 
reform the finances ; but within two years the great minister 
had fallen and the plans of Necker, his successor, were ruined 
by intervention in the American war. After the fall of Necker 
in 1781 the Government drifted from expedient to expedient, 
until there was no escape save in an appeal to the nation. They 
were aware that financial assistance would have to be purchased 
by concessions and reforms, but it never occurred to them that 
they might be faced with the demand for the transformation 
of the traditional structure of the state and society. Their 
forecast was correct within certain limits, for the members cf 
the States-General brought no mandate for revolution. The 
complaints and demands of the people were set forth in the 
Cahiers — a corpus of documents so voluminous that even 
to-day they have not all been printed — which photograph the 
mind of the nation in the spring of 1789. France demands 
reform, not revolution. The enemy is not the monarchy but 
feudalism. The cry is not for self-government but for equality 
before the law — equality of rights, equality of burdens, 
equality of opportunities. Though each of the three Estates 
drew up its own Cahiers, there is much in common in their 
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political demands. All classes were weary of inefficient 
despotism, and the prevailing sentiment favoured something 
in the nature of the British Constitution, with the e xe cutive 
in the hands of the King and the control of the purse in the 
hands of the Estates. But while the Cahiers of the noblesse and 
the clergy leave most of the graver evils unspecified and un- 
censured, those of the country parishes give vent to the 
peasantry’s hatred of the feudal system, with its oppressive 
manorial rights, at once odious to the self-respect and detri- 
mental to the economic interests of the peasant. And while 
the countryside demands the abolition of feudalism and serf- 
dom, the bourgeoisie claims the removal of the regime of 
privilege which reserved the plums of the public service for 
the noblesse and the higher ecclesiastics. Mirabeau was the 
man of the hour. 

The members of the States-General were necessarily in- 
experienced, but the standard of ability and character was high. 
A conflict of opinion and interest between the two privileged 
classes and the Tiers fitat was inevitable, but the peaceful 
triumph of the latter might possibly have been secured by the 
influence of a King who combined insight with courage. It 
is the tragedy of the Revolution that the monarch lacked the 
resolution to cope with his difficulties ; that, though he was 
a convinced advocate of reform, he was surrounded by its 
bitterest enemies ; that the worst of his evil counsellors was 
the Queen ; and that his vacillation destroyed the confidence 
and good will of the reformers. The oath of the Tennis Court, 
pledging the members not to separate till a Constitution had 
been established, pronounced the determination of the 
Assembly to challenge and override the authority of the 
Crown if the programme which had brought them to Versailles 
could be realized in no other way. And the destruction of the 
Bastille on July 14 announced that what vrc should now call 
direct action was an instrument of incalculable potency in the 

hands of an exasperated people. 

Though the States-General met without any intention to 

wrest the rudder from the royal pilot, the hostility of the Court 
wrought such a rapid change that the champions of the British 
Constitution who dominated the Assembly at the start found 
themselves displaced by men who held that the executive 
power could not be allowed to remain in untrustworthy hands. 
Within three months power had passed to the representatives 
of the nation, and the sovereignty of the people was fo J 
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proclaimed. Though no one of note except Brissot and 
Condorcet asked for a republic till the autumn of i 79 °> 
spell of monarchy had been broken and the path lay open to 

the onrush of undisciplined democracy. 

After Paris had struck at the absolute monarchy the peasants 

in many parts of France rose against the chateaux. Stones of 
destruction, which we may read in the pages of Tame, came 
flooding into Versailles, ‘and on August 3, 1789, the Assembly 
was informed that property was at the mercy of brigands and 
that no castle or convent was safe. The revolt against feudal 
burdens might have been foreseen, but the crisis found the 
Government unprepared. The Court advised the nobles that 
nothing but speedy surrender could save them, and Barfcre 
warned them that his friends would move the abolition of 
feudal and fiscal privilege. They determined to anticipate the 
attack by capitulation, and at a conference on the same evening 
a wealthy Duke was deputed to announce the voluntary sacri- 
fice of his order. The drama of August 4 has often been de- 
scribed— how the owners of vast estates and the bearers of 
historic names laid their immemorial privileges on the altar of 
the fatherland ; how the nobles surrendered their feudal dues, 
their jurisdiction, their immunity from taxation, their monopoly 
of high office, their game laws ; how serfdom was abolished 
and all employments were thrown open to all classes ; how 
the clergy, vying with the noblesse , bared their bosoms to the 
sacrificial knife and proposed the commutation of tithe. History 
was being made so quickly that a member at one moment 
passed a note to the President begging him to adjourn, as the 
members were losing their heads ; but the appeal was in vain. 
The sitting continued far into the night, and when it concluded 
a peaceful revolution had been accomplished or at any rate 
inaugurated. The demolition of feudalism, the story of which 
has been authoritatively told in Aulard’s La Revolution et le 
Regime Fiodal , was not completed till 1793 ; but the Rubicon 
had been crossed. The absolute monarchy had disappeared 
with the Bastille, and the power of the noblesse was shattered 
on August 4. Historic France was melting like snow before 
the sun. As far back as January 1 Abbd Sieyds had published 
his celebrated pamphlet Qii'est ce qtte le Tiers Etat ? “ We must 
ask ourselves three questions. First : What is the Third 
Estate ? Everything. Second : What has it been hitherto in 
our political system ? Nothing. Third : What docs it ask ? 
To become something.” Its ambition had now been realized. 
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The events which had occurred between die publication of 
the pamphlet and August 4 may be compendiously descrih^ 
as the emergence of the bourgeoisie. 

When the ancien rigime had thus received notice to quit, the 
Assembly proceeded to lay the foundation of the new demo- 
cracy ; and before a constitution could be framed its principles 
had to be defined. Several of the Cahiers had dem an d a 
declaration of rights, and during July lists were produced by 
Lafayette, Sieyfcs, Mounier, and other ingenious minds. The 
draft of Sieyfcs found most favour, but the text selected by Ac 
Assembly was shorter and bore no author’s name. After a 
week’s further discussion it was reduced from twenty-four 
articles to seventeen, and by August 16 it had been adopted. 
The Declaration of the Rights of Man is of such interest and 
is so rarely reproduced in the text-books that I will give it in 
full. 

“ The Representatives of die French people constituted in 
a National Assembly,” runs die preamble, “ co nsiderin g that 
ignorance, forgetfulness or contempt for the Rights of Man 
are the sole causes of public evils and of the corruption of 
governments, have resolved to set forth in a solemn declara- 
tion the natural, inalienable, and sacred rights of man, in order 
that this Declaration, constandy before the eyes of all the 
members of the social body, should unceasingly remind them 
of their rights and duties ; that the acts of the legislature and 
executive, by being compared at every moment with the object 
of all political institutions, may be more respected ; and in 
order that the demands of the citizens, henceforth based on 
simple and incontestable principles, may always be directed 
to the maintenance of the Constitution and happiness of all. 
In consequence the National Assembly recognizes and declares, 
in presence and under the auspices of the Supreme Being, the 
following Rights of Man and the Citizen. 

1. Men are bom and remain free and equal in rights. Social 

distinctions can only be based on expediency. 

2. The object of every political association is the main- 
tenance of the natural and imprescriptible rights of man. 
These rights are liberty, property, security and resistance to 

oppression. 

3. The principle of all sovereignty resides in the nation/ 
No corporation and no individual can exercise authority 

which does not expressly emanate from it. 

4. Liberty consists in the power to do whatever does not 
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iniure another. Thus the exercise of the natural rights of each 
has no limits but those which assure to others the enjoyment 
S the same rights. These limits can only be determined by 

^^The law may only forbid actions injurious to society. 
What is not forbidden by law cannot be prevented, and no 
one can be compelled to do what it does notcommand. 

6. Law is the expression of the general will. All citizens 
have the right to share personally or through their representa- 
tives in its formation. It must be the same for all, both m 
protection and in punishment. All citizens being equal in its 
eyes are equally eligible to all dignities and public posts 

according to their capacities and their virtues. 

7. None can be accused, arrested, or detained except as 

prescribed by the law. . , . 

8. None can be punished except in Virtue of a law promul- 
gated before die offence and legally applied. . 

« Every one being presumed innocent till he is declared 

guilty, if it is deemed essential to arrest him any violence 
beyond what is necessary to secure his person must be avoided. 

10. None may be molested for his opinions, even on religion, 
provided that their expression does not threaten public order. 

1 1 . Free communication of thoughts and opinion is one of 
the most precious of the rights of man. Therefore every 
citizen can speak, write, and print freely, subject to responsi- 
bility for the abuse of such liberty in cases determined by the 

law* . 

12. The guarantee of the rights of man and citizens necessi- 
tates a public force. This force is instituted for the advantage 

of all, not for that of those who command it. 

ij. The expenses of the public force should be equally 
distributed among all citizens according to their capacity to pay. 

14. Citizens have the right to confirm for themselves or 
through their representatives the necessity of taxation, to grant 
it, to supervise its expenditure, to determine its amount, its 
character, and its duration. 

ij. Society has the right to demand from every public 
rvant an account of his stewardship. 

16. A society without the guarantee of rights and the 
separation of powers has no Constitution. 

17. Property being a sacred and inviolable right, none can be 
deprived of it unless public necessity, legally determined, 
clearly demands it, and on payment of fair compensation.” 
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The Declaration embraces both theory and practice but 
the concrete provisions are governed by the doctrine of the 
opening article. Though the word liberty occurs several 
times, the dominant principle of this momentous pronounce- 
ment is equality of rights, and it is this principle above all 
which made the French Revolution a world force. It was 
criticized by some of the keenest intellects of the age from 
different standpoints but with equal severity. “ The pretended 
rights of these theorists are all extremes,” wrote Burke ; “ and 
in proportion as they are metaphysically true they are morally 
and politically false. The rights of man are in a sort of middle 
incapable of definition, but not impossible to be discerned. 
Far am I from denying the real rights of man. If civil society 
be made for the advantage of man, all the advantages for which 
it is made become his right. It is an institution of beneficence ; 
and law itself is only beneficence acting by a rule. Men have 
a right to live by that rule. They have a right to justice. 
They have a right to the fruits of their industry and to the 
means of making their industry fruitful. They have a right 
to the acquisitions of their parents ; to the nourishment and 
improvement to their offspring ; to instruction in life and to 
consolation in death. Whatever each man can separately do, 
without trespassing on others, he has a right to do for himself ; 
and he has a right to a fair portion of all which society, with 
its combinations of skill and force, can do in his favour. In 
this partnership all men have equal rights, but not to equal 
things. He that has but five shillings in the partnership has 
as good a right to it as he that has five hundred pounds. But 
he has not a right to an equal dividend in the product of the 
joint stock ; and as to the share of power which each individual 
ought to have in the management of the State, that is a thing 

to be settled by convention.” 

While Burke contemptously rejected the theoretical approach 
to politics, Gentz, the most brilliant and unwearying conti- 
nental opponent of the Revolution, frankly accepted the Law 
of Nature and the Social Contract. In an essay on the Decla- 
ration written in 1792, he hails the document as a new gospel 
which has already produced something ’ike a revolution in 
the mind of Europe, and accepts its underlying assumption. 
“ That man, in being born, brings with him rights of which 
nothing but his own will can deprive him, nobody doubts , 
nor that he only surrenders a portion of those rights on 
entering into society in order that the rest may be guaranteed. 
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But he complains that it was a colossal error to say nothing 
of his duties, and to imply that the source of evils lay outside 
man in political institutions and machinery. To the governing 
clause, “ Men are born and remain free and equal in rights, 
he rejoins that no one is free, since each must surrender part 
of his freedom to society. “ It is a garish mixture in wh 
there is not a shadow of philosophical sequence or precision, 
the work of a moment, an enthusiastic whim decked out in the 
mask of philanthropy and patriotism. Moreover, never have 
human rights been so trampled on as in the past three 

^Bentham’s criticism in his little tract Anarchical Fallacies 
was even more hostile. “ Natural rights are simple nonsense ; 
natural and imprescriptible rights are rhetorical nonsense, 
nonsense upon stilts.” Abstract rights are a contradiction m 
terms ; for rights, which are claims to liberty, no less than 
laws which are infringements of liberty, must be defended 
by a reference to utility. Liberty, for instance, is dependent 
on capacity, since many people need protection owing to 
weakness, ignorance, or imprudence. Inequality is con- 
demned not as an injustice but as tending to diminish happiness. 
The first requisite of happiness is security ; if the claims of 
equality conflict with it, they must be sacrificed. Bentham 
accented the Rights of Man as desirable in practice, though 
wrong in theory ; and his doctrine that each was to count for 
one and none for more than one stated in another form the 
French contention that the world should be adjusted to the 


needs of the common man. 

“ The declaration of the Rights of Man was meagre and 
confused,” writes Lord Acton, “ and Bentham found a 
malignant pleasure in tearing it to pieces. But it is a trium- 
phant proclamation of the doctrine that human obligations 
are not all assignable to contract, or to interest, or to force. 
This single page of print outweighs libraries and is stronger 
than all the armies of Napoleon. The Assembly, which had 
abolished the past at the beginning of August, attempted at 
the end of the month to institute and regulate the future. 
These are its abiding works, and the perpetual heritage of the 
Revolution. With them a new era dawned upon mankind.” 
When the Terror was over and the national frontiers secured, 
some of the practical implications of the Declaration were 
worked out, above all in the domain of education and the 
codification of the law. 
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The initial demand for equality of rights led by rapid stages 
to the formulation of the doctrine of the sovereignty oftke 
people. The King had been assumed to be the champion of 
his subjects against feudal oppression. When, however he 
emerged rather as the enemy than the patron of the political 
and social reformation, the notion that sovereignty resided in 
the people and its authorized representatives spread with the 
rapidity of a prairie fire. Theoretical royalism lingered on 
till the flight to Varennes convinced France that her ruler had 

ceased to belong to the nation, and that at last she must act 
for herself. 

The French people had become self-conscious in their 
victorious struggle with the Crown and its advisers, but no 
sooner was it at an end than a new conflict arose. The prin- 
ciples of ’89 were a challenge to all the Great Powers in Europe; 
and though we need not argue with Ranke that an armed 
collision was inevitable, it would have required exceptional 
self-control on both sides to avoid. The proximate cause of the 
war was the gathering of the emigris in the Rhineland, which 
with the assent of its German rulers they used as a base for 
their counter-revolutionary operations. When war was 
declared in March 1792 at the instigation of Brissot, the 
Girondin leader, his policy was resisted by Robespierre and 
other Jacobin chiefs. When, however, the first skirmishes 
revealed the weakness of the French troops, and when the 
Duke of Brunswick launched his brutal Manifesto, marched 
into France and captured Verdun, the monarchy was over- 
thrown and the nation rose in its might to hurl back the invader. 
Men only realize how dearly they love their country when it 
is threatened or visited by some overwhelming calamity; 
and now France was summoned to defend not only the soil of 
the fatherland but the precious conquests of the Revolution. 
In a remarkable forecast in his reply to Burke in 1791 Macintosh 
foretold that, if an anti-revolutionary alliance were to be 
formed, it would have no other effect in France than to animate 
patriotism and banish division, while failure would set in 
motion forces that would subvert the old governments of 

Europe. 

While patriotism is as old as the instinct of human associa- 
tion nationalism as an articulate creed issued from the volcanic 
fires of the French Revolution. The tide of battle turned at 
Valmy ; and on the evening after the skirmish Goethe, who 
had accompanied his friend and master, Karl August 0 
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Weimar, replied to » request for his opinion in the historic 
ZS. “ From ttMlay begins . new era, and you M 

The titanic energy of a nation which since 1789 had devoted 
itself to the task of internal reform now turned to meet the foe. 

Sssomed forth in irresistible strength. The lawyers and 
publicists who had gathered at Versailles m 1 789 had entertaine 

pressly declared tSt France would never fight for conquers. 
But when blood began to flow and the achievements of th 
Revolution were imperilled, the French people tomedint 
community of supermen whose voleame energy scattered the 
hosts of feudal Europe like chaff before the wind. 

It was not to be expected that the victorious troops of 
Republic would halt when the invader had been expelled. 
The inherited doctrine of Its frontibres naturelles— die Rhine, 
the Alps, and the Pyrenees— was proclaimed anew by Danton 
and echoed from a thousand throats. But the programme of 
the statesmen of the amen rigtmt was enriched by a new element 
of revolutionary idealism. The people which had won its 
liberties and defended them against foreign attack could now 
aid others to follow in its footsteps. On November 19, i 79 2 > 
after Dumouriez’ victory in Belgium, a decree was passed 
which reverberated through Europe. ‘ The National Con- 
vention declares, in the name of the French nation, that it will 
accord fraternity and succour to all peoples who may desire 
to recover their liberty, and charges the executive to order the 
generals to rescue the peoples and defend the citizens who 
have suffered or may be called upon to suffer for the cause of 
liberty.” This celebrated decree carried a stage further the 
universalism which had marked the French Revolution from 
the outset. The Declaration of the Rights of Man substituted 
theory for custom and reason for tradition. The new evan- 
gelists proclaimed their gospel in French, but they believed 
that its music would sound as sweet in any other tongue. For 
the first two years they were content to allow it to make its 
way in the world by the intrinsic force of its appeal ; but when 
the New France and the Old Europe were locked in deadly 
embrace, the military value of propaganda became apparent. 
“ In the first moment of peril,” writes Sorel, “ it had been all 
patriotism, and in the first moments of deliverance all en- 
thusiasm ; and now the hour of pride arrived.” The Con- 
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vention’s offer of assistance to peoples to gain their liberty 
at first sight an almost quixotically unselfish formula, proved 
merely a cloak for aggression, since French armies were the 
judges of whether the peoples were desirous of liberty, and 
assumed that it could only be enjoyed by annexation to the 
Republic. Thus in the space of a few months in die summer 
and autumn of 1792 militant nationalism revealed not only 
its magical power of mobilizing the latent strength of a people, 

but the temptation to a virile nation to carry fire and sword 
into the lands of its neighbours. 

The fall of the Bastille and the Declaration of the Rights of 
Man put into acts and words the muffled aspirations of the 
masses all over Europe, and gave to the humble and dis- 
inherited a new sense of human dignity. When France in 
trumpet tones demanded the downfall of feudalism, proclaimed 
the equality of burdens, and declared every man possessed of 
certain inalienable rights, generous hearts were thrilled by the 
warmth and the glory of the sunrise. The windows of the 
prison-house seemed to fly open and the light of liberty 
streamed in. Enthusiasm for die Revolution was intensified 
by the conviction of its universal significance, which was 
recognized both by those who took part in it and those who 
watched it from afar. Condorcet proclaimed that a good law 
was good for all, just as a true proposition was true for all. 
The orators on the Seine were fully conscious that the eyes of 
the world were upon them. “ Your laws will be the laws of 
Europe if you are worthy of them,” declared Mirabeau to the 
Consdtuent Assembly ; “ the Revolution will make the round 
of the globe.” “ If we succeed,” cried Andr£ Chenier, the 
poet, “ the destiny of Europe will be changed. Men will 
regain their rights and the people their sovereignty. Kings 
struck by the success of our labours and the example of our 
monarch may share their power with their peoples ; and per- 
haps the peoples, happier than we, may obtain a free and 
equitable constitution without passing through our troubles. 
Then the name of France will be blessed upon earth.” “ Who- 
ever regards this Revolution as exclusively French, echoed 
Mallet du Pan, the eloquent Swiss publicist, “ is incapable of 
pronouncing judgement upon it.” ** It is one of those events, 
wrote Gentz, the German Burke, which belong to the who e 
human race. It is of such dimensions that it is hardly ptr 
missible to occupy oneself with any subordinate interest, o 
such magnitude that posterity will eagerly inquire how con 
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temporaries in every country thought and felt about it, how 
they argued and how they acted.” Friends and foes of the 
principles of ’89 were at one in emphasizing the compelling 
power of their appeal ; and men like Burke and Tom Paine, 
Kant and Joseph de Maistre, who agreed in nothing else, 
were convinced that the problems raised by the Revolution 
concerned humanity as a whole. “As I look at the map of the 
world,” cried Anacharsis Cloots, “ it seems to me as if all 
other countries had vanished and only France exists, with her 

rays filling the universe.” 

To measure the immediate and ultimate effects 01 the 
Revolution as a world force, with its three doctrines of equal 
rights, popular sovereignty and nationality, would require a 
course of lectures ; and we must content ourselves with a 
glance at the two most highly educated states outside France 
at the end of the eighteenth centuiy. The first voices in 
F.npland were those of congratulation. Fox’s exclamation 
that the fall of the Bastille was much the greatest and best 
event that had ever happened expressed, if in somewhat 
exuberant terms, the disinterested satisfaction with which the 
great majority of Englishmen witnessed the downfall of a 
despotic government. To men like Price and Priestley, 
Wordsworth, Southey and Coleridge, it was the beginning of 
a new era of progress and enlightenment, the realization of 
those generous visions of perfectibility which floated before 
the noblest minds in the latter part of the eighteenth century 
and received their classic expression in Condorcet’s Sketch of 
the Progress of the Human Mind. 

Bliss was it in that dawn to be alive, 

But to be young was very heaven. 

The publication of Burke’s R eflections on the French devolution 
in the autumn of 1790 gave a rude shock to public opinion. 
He had been untouched by the generous emotions which 
affected most of his contemporaries, and the women’s march 
on Versailles convinced him that nothing but evil would result. 
His argument was vitiated by ignorance of the political and 
economic condition of France. He failed to realize that the 
ancien rigime was rotten to the core, that feudalism was doomed, 
that the Assembly had already lifted an immense burden from 
the shoulders of the people. But the permanent value of the 
Reflections lies not in the criticism of the Revolution but in the 
discussion of the method of political change, which in turn 
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involved the still wider problem of the nature of human 
society. To the view that society consisted of an association 
of individuals bound together by a contract for certain definite 
and limited purposes he opposed the conception of a living 
organism whose character is determined by its history, and 
whose members are linked to one another and to the whole by 
a network of invisible influences. In this recognition of the 
instinctive and historical element in human association lies 
Burke’s supreme claim to greatness as a political thinker. 
The work is not only the finest exposition of the philosophic 
basis of conservatism ever written, but a declaration of the 
principles of evolution, continuity, and solidarity which must 
find a place in all sound political thinking. Against the pre- 
tensions of the individual he sets the collective reason ; against 
the demands of the present he sets the accumulated experience 
of the past ; for natural rights he offers social rights ; for 
liberty he offers law. Society means to him a partnership 
between those who are living, those who are dead, and those 
who are yet to be born. But in his protest against a mechanical 
individualism he falls into the opposite error. The present 
ceases to be merely the heir of the past and becomes its slave. 
States are denied the power of self-determination inherent in 
every living society, and hoary abuses find shelter under the 
mantle of historical tradition and prescriptive right. Burke 
has much to give us, but we require other teachers as well. 

Kin g George HI said it was a book which every gentleman 
should read, and it was rapturously hailed as the manifesto of 
the counter-revolution by the governing classes throughout 
Europe. In England it made conservative readers more con- 
servative and radical readers more radical. Macintosh replied 
for the liberal bourgeoisie in his V indict ae Gallicae , but with 
the coming of the Te'rror he recanted his liberalism. Tom 
Paine’s Rights of Man, written for what Burke called the swinish 
multitude, thoroughly scared the upper classes ; for the un- 
flinching appeal to natural rights, the outspoken contempt 
for the English Constitution, the audacious attack on the 
King, and the confident assumption that monarchy and 
aristocracy would speedily disappear from Europe, seemed a 
confirmation of their worst fears. The alarm increased when 
it was known that the book was selling by tens of thousands, 
and that political societies of radical views were springing up 
like mushrooms. With the overthrow of the French monarchy 
in 1792, and the execution of the King and the outbreak 0 
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war in 1793, England was stampeded into panic with Pitt at 
her head. The majority of the Whigs joined the Government, 
while Fox and Grey, with a handful of courageous followers, 
kept alive the flickering flame of liberalism with infinite 
difficulty. The hands of the clock were put back for a genera- 
tion. But for the Revolution Parliament might have been 
reformed. Nonconformists freed from their disabilities, and 
the Slave’ Trade abolished before the end of the eighteenth 
century. Not till nearly forty years later had England suffi- 
ciently recovered from the shock to take up the work of 
reform where it had been dropped by Pitt like a hot coal. 

“ I observe that minds are fermenting in that Germany of 
yours,” wrote Mirabeau to his Brunswick friend Mauvillon 
at the’ end of 1789, “ but since your biains are petrified with 
slavery, the explosion will come with you much later than 
with us.” The great tribune’s prophecy proved correct, for 
the main impact of the Revolution was felt in Germany after 
the acute crisis in France was past. Early scenes of the 
compelling drama on the Seine were loudly applauded by the 
Hite of Central Europe, and the war against France was never 
waged with enthusiasm. When military blunders, financial 
stringency, jealousy of Austria, and the complications of the 
Polish question induced Prussia to sign the T reaty of Basle in 
1795, the causes of the collapse of the army of Frederick the 
Great before the levies of the Republic were eagerly canvassed 
and were generally agreed to lie in the lack of national spirit. 
But it was not till the stricken field of Jena that even the King 
realized he must break with the past. Those who approved 
and those who detested the principles of ’89 agreed that 
Germany must learn the lessons of the years of strife. Through- 
out Europe a truceless conflict was in progress between the 
ancitn regime and the ideas of ’89 ; and when a State or a 
sta tesman decided to break with feudalism they were com- 
pelled to study and to some extent to adopt French models. 
As the abstract ideas of 1789 had appealed to the thinkers and 
writers of Germany, so their concrete results, stamped boldly 
across the map of Europe, converted experienced statesmen 
to a policy of sweeping reform. “ If the nation is to be up- 
lifted,” declared Stein, “ the submerged part must be given 
liberty, independence, property, and the protection of the 
laws”; and in his short-lived Ministry he began the emanci- 
pation of the peasants of Prussia and granted self-government 
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to the municipalities. “ Your Majesty,” declared Hardenberg 
to Frederick William III, “we must do from above what the 
French have done from below.” He was as good as his word • 
for he completed the creation of a free peasantry, and his work 
has been proudly claimed by Cavaignac as the most indubitable 
testimony to the action of die French Revolution on European 
society. 

The most remarkable German tribute to the creative 
energies of the Revolution comes from Gneisenau. The great 
soldier detested French ideas and spent his life fighting the 
forces which they unchained ; but he recognized the strength 
that France had derived from them and was eager to apply 
the lesson. “ One cause above all others has raised France 
to this pinnacle of greatness,” he wrote after Jena; “the 
Revolution awakened all her powers and gave to every indi- 
vidual a suitable field for his activity. What infinite aptitudes 
slumber undeveloped in the bosom of a nation ! In the breasts 
of thousands resides real genius. Why do not the Courts take 
steps to open up a career to it wherever it is found, to en- 
courage talents and virtues whatever the rank ? Why did they 
not seize this opportunity to multiply their powers a thousand- 
fold, to open to the simple bourgeois the Arc de Triomphe 
through which only the noble can now pass ? The new era 
requires more than old names, titles, and parchments. The 
Revolution has set the whole strength of a nation in motion, 
and by the equalization of the different classes and the equal 
taxation of property converted the living strength in man and 
the dead strength in resources into a productive capital, and 
thereby upset the old relations of States. If other States 
decide to restore this equilibrium, they must appropriate the 
results of this Revolution. They will thus reap the double 
advantage of being able to mobilize their whole national 
strength against another Power and of escaping the danger of 
a revolution, which hangs over them so long as they refuse to 
obviate a forcible change by a voluntary transformation.” 

The French Revolution was compared by Klinger to the 
magic works of Medea, who cast the dead limbs of age into 
the boiling cauldron to emerge young and beautiful; and 
Georg Forster expressed the wish that his country would 
warm itself at the flame without being burned. The aspiration 
was destined in large measure to be fulfilled. _ While in Eng 
the reform movement was thrown back forty years y e 
earthquake, in Germany it was strengthened and accelerated. 
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The ringing blows of Thor’s hammer awoke the nation from 
its slumbers. Political unification was deferred for a couple 
of generations, but the signal for deliverance from the thraldom 
of outworn institutions and ideas was sounded by the tocsin 

of 1789. , . 

The wars unleashed by the Revolution swept away many 

f amiliar landmarks, among them the Holy Roman Empire, 
and profoundly modified the thought and sentiment of Europe. 
The challenge to tradition, bringing blood-stained anarchy in 
its train, led to a temporary revival of the Roman Church. 
During the course of the Revolution Joseph de Maistre fore- 
told that, though directed against Catholicism and in favour 
of democracy, its results would be exactly the contrary ; and 
the next generation was to prove the partial accuracy of the 
forecast. The Papacy won back part of its power by suffering, 
and the violence of the attack on religion in France and in the 
countries she overran strengthened the reaction. The con- 
clusion of the Concordat in 1802 merely recognized the change 
that had already occurred. The principle of authority seemed 
to regain its place. The aesthetic appeal was made in Chateau- 
briand’s Gink du Christianism, and the appeal to logic received 
its classic expression a few years later in de Maistre’s treatise 
Du Pape. Yet the revival of religious practice was to prove 
only a passing phenomenon, for in its ultimate effect the 
French Revolution acted as a powerful solvent not only of 
ecclesiastical authority but of dogmatic belief. The growing 
secularization of thought, which was the main characteristic 
of the Age of Enlightenment, was accelerated by the movement 
which scoffed at tradition and proclaimed the supremacy of 
reason. 

The most important long-range result of the Revolution 
has been the extension and application of the principle of 
equality. The conception of common citizenship made it 
difficult to maintain the disabilities of the Jews. Their case 
had been persuasively argued by Lessing and other philo- 
sophers before 1789 ; but it is to the Revolution, to Mirabeau 
and Gr^goire, to the march of the French armies across 
Europe, that the Jews look back as the signal of their emanci- 
pation. It was equally difficult to tolerate the continuance of 
slavery. While the English abolitionists, mainly Quakers and 
Evangelicals, were largely animated by religious scruples, the 
Frenchmen who founded the Societe des Amis des Noirs 
approached the problem from the standpoint of human rights. 
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The Constituent Assembly chivalrously declared the slaves in 
French possessions to be citizens of France ; and, though the 
dread of Jacobinism retarded abolition, its ultimate triumph 
was mainly due to the world-wide currency of French ideas. 
In a third direction the Revolution marks a turning point in 
the history of women. Though the National Assembly refused 
to receive a petition for female suffrage, the conception of 
equality led straight to the demand for equal treatment and 
equal opportunities for both sexes. A few ineffective champions 
of woman’s rights had raised their voices before the Revolu- 
tion, but it was the appeal to reason and the heightened sense 
of the worth of the individual implied in the Declaration of 
the Rights of Man which rendered the ultimate overthrow of 
the sex barrier inevitable. No work of the revolutionary eta 
breathed the very spirit of the new gospel of equality of rights 
in fuller measure than Mary Wolstonecraft’s Rights of Women ; 
and the arguments set forth in her eloquent plea are echoed 
in the cooler pages of Condorcet and Bentham, Hippel and 
Friedrich Schlegel. 

F inall y, the principle of equality gave an immense impetus 
to socialism. The members of the Constituent and Legislative 
Assemblies were bourgeois individualists, whose class selfish- 
ness moves the wrath not only of socialist historians such as 
Jaurds, Kropotkin and Mathiez, but also of the radical Aulard. 
With the overthrow of the Monarchy and the election of the 
Convention in 1792 by universal male suffrage a breach was 
made in the defences of the victorious bourgeoisie ; but when 
the Terror was over and the Convention dissolved in 179b 


France returned to a restricted franchise. The Directory was 
the organ of the middle class. In such an atmosphere socialist 
ideas and socialist legislation were heresy ; yet the deeper 
forces set in motion by the great upheaval could not be con- 
fined to the political sphere. The nationalization of the land 
appears frequently in the pamphlets of the revolutionary 
decade ; and with the conspiracy of Babeuf in 1796 socialism 
ceased to be merely a speculative doctrine and became a 
political programme. Though not the first of its prophets, 
ie was the first of its martyrs. More important than any 
direct advocacy was the effect of the sudden and wholesale 
changes of ownership and the attack on the. sacredness ot 
property. If, as the Declaration of the Rights of Man affirmed, 
we are born equal in rights, the contrasts between ^ 
wealth and inherited poverty was bound to provo 
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j-r^and that the community should assume control of the 
sources of production, in order to assure to every member a 
fair share in the necessities and amenities of life. When the 
conquest of at any rate theoretical pohtical equality in most 
of ihe civilized countries of the world had been followed by 
the discovery how little the manual worker had profited, the 
minimum standard of life— a minimum of material well-being, 
education, leisure, opportunity— became the gospel of re- 
formers It is in this insistent and righteous claim of the 
common man for his place in the sun that the operation of the 
fundamental principle of the French Revolution is most clearly 

traceable at the present time. 

The Revolution proclaimed the gospel of human rights and 
national self-determination, but its leaders never rose to the 
august conception of an all-embracing league of nations. The 
eccentric Prussian Baron, Anacharsis Cloots, who threw in 
his lot with the French reformers, led a deputation of foreign 
residents in Paris to the bar of the Assembly as delegates of 
the human race ; but his vision of a united humanity involved 
the disappearance of nationality. “As individuals have im- 
proved their lot by forming communities,” he wrote in 1791, 
“ s0 peoples will benefit by combining into a single nation. 
When national sentiment is abolished, the whole world will be 
the fatherland of every individual. There will be no more 
imigris and no more war. The French Assembly will then be 
the representative body of the thousand departments of the 
world, each returning ten members, and Paris will be the 
capital of the globe, the Vatican of Reason. All the world 
will be a Garden of Eden, and East and West will embrace. 
The world will enjoy perpetual peace ; but to reach it there 
must be one more war against tyrants.” Before East and West 
could embrace, Anacharsis Cloots perished by the guillotine. 

After three years’ experience of the war which Cloots had 
foretold and desired, another German of very different calibre 
sketched out a plan for a League of Nations which accepted 
the teaching of Sully, William Penn and the Abb£ Saint-Pierre, 
and carried it a stage further. In his pregnant little treatise 
Perpetual Peace Kant seizes on the idea of self-government and 
rears upon it the ideal of a supernational organization. If 
law, based on reason and morality, is the foundation of the 
life of the State, it should equally regulate die relations of 
States to one another. The family of nations needs a constitu- 
tion no less than France and Russia : for so long as each 
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State recognizes no authority above itself, and no duty except 
to itself, wars will continue. There must therefore be some 
loose federal union, and its members must be self-gov erning 
Not till selfish and capricious autocracies are replaced bv 
representative institutions will a new system of relations 
between States become possible. Every people must become 
master of its own fate. For an autocracy to plunge into war 
is the easiest thing in the world, and requires no greater effort 
on the part of the ruler than to issue orders for a hunt. But 
if the consent of the citizens is required for the makin g of war, 
they will think twice before they undertake such a bad business. 
For a bad business it is, whatever the result. Victory can 
never decide the question of right. The transformation of 
Europe into a loose federation of unarmed and self-governing 
communities, settling their disputes by arbitration, will take 
a long time ; but Nature urges us forward to the highest and 
most arduous of human tasks. Kant was a child of the 
Aufklarung in his belief in the majesty of reason; but in his 
demand for the co-operation of the people in the work of 
government and the maintenance of peace he derives from 
Rousseau, and stretches out his hand to the democratic forces 
which the Aufklarung despised. His moral and political 
philosophy was grounded on the conviction, which he shared 
with the men of 1789, that we are rational beings and that 
Nature or Providence urges us onward and upward. Man, 
he declares in noble words, cannot get away from the idea of 
right. 

It is this robust belief in the worth of the individual citizen 
which ennobles the Declaration of the Rights of Man and renders 
the French Revolution, despite its excesses, a bracing influence 
in the making of the modern world. “ France did more than 
conquer Europe,” writes Sorel in an eloquent passage, she 
converted her. Victorious even in their defeat, the French 
won over to their ideas the very nations which revolted against 
their domination. The princes most eagerly bent on penning 
in the Revolution saw it, on returning from their crusade, 
sprouting in the soil of their own estates, which had been 
fertilized by the blood of French soldiers. The French 
Revolution only ceased to be a source of strife between France 
and Europe to inaugurate a political and social revolution 
which in less than half a century has changed the face ot the 

European world.” 



POLITICS AND MORALS 

F OUR hundred years ago Machiavelli proclaimed the divorce 
of politics from morals in a little book which is still very 
much alive. Numberless rulers in all times and countries had 
anticipated in practice the advice which he gave in The Prince , 
but the thought of the Middle Ages ran on transcendental lines. 
Its publicists strove to deduce the maxims of statecraft from the 
teachings of the Old and New Testaments, and even the worst 
monarchs paid lip-service to the Christian creed. By con- 
temptuously brushing aside all religious and ethical con- 
siderations, and approaching the problem of government in 
a spirit of naked realism, the audacious Florentine thinker, 
far more than Columbus or Copernicus, Erasmus or Luther, 
ushered in the modem world. For the dominating intellectual 
feature of the last four centuries, as Lecky pointed out long 
ago, is the secularization of thought. The spell of authority 
had been broken before Machiavelli sat down to write ; but 
it required a thorough-going pagan to preach the gospel of 
pure empiricism and to turn his back on the ideas of a thousand 
years. It is true enough that he was primarily concerned with 
the fortunes of Italy, distracted as she was by the torments of 
invasion and civil strife ; ,and his book closes with an appeal 
to the House of Medici. In The Prince, however, as with 
Burke’s Reflections on the Trench Revolution, it is not the chrono- 
logical setting but the conception of the nature of man and 
society that matters to us to-day. It is one of the merits of 
Machiavelli, and one of the sources of his enduring influence, 
that he says precisely what he thinks. 

Let us recall some of his familiar maxims, set forth in the 
level tones with which a clinical lecturer explains the nature 
and maladies of the human frame. “ He who neglects what 
is done to follow what ought to be done will sooner learn how 
to ruin than how to preserve himself. For a tender man and 
one that desires to be honest in everything must needs run a 
great hazard among so many of a contrary principle. Where- 
fore it is necessary for a prince to harden himself and learn to 
be good or otherwise according to the exigence of his affairs. 
For if we consider things impartially we shall find some things 
in appearance are virtuous, and yet, if pursued, would bring 
certain destruction ; and others, on the contrary, that are 
seemingly bad, which, if followed by a prince, procure his 

5 “ 


312 POLITICS AND MORALS 

peace and security.” “ Is it better to be beloved than feared 
or to be feared than beloved ? Both would be convenient 
but because that is hard to attain, it is better and more secure 
to be feared.” “ How honourable it is for a prince to keep 
his word everybody understands. Nevertheless fT p pnVn ^ 
has shown in our times that those who have not tied themselves 
to it have done great things, and by their cunning and subtlety 
have overcome those who have been superstitiously exact. 
For you must understand that there are two ways of contending, 
by law and by force. The first is proper to men, the second 
to beasts. But because many times the first is insufficient, 
recourse must be had to the second. It belongs therefore to 
a prince to understand both. Seeing therefore it is of such 
importance to take upon him the nature and disposition of a 
beast, of all the whole flock he ought to imitate the lion and 
the fox. A prince who is wise and prudent cannot or ought 
not to keep his word when the keeping of it is to his prejudice, 
and the causes for which he promised are removed. Were 
men all good this doctrine should not be taught ; but because 
they are wicked and not likely to be punctual with you, you 
are not obliged to any such strictness with them.” 

Here is the sinister gospel in its crudest form of what the 
French call raison d’itat , the doctrine that extraordinary objects 
cannot be achieved under the ordinary rules, and that the 
monarch, in seeking the welfare of the state as he understands 
it, is fettered by no human or divine laws. This is not to say 
that might is right or that the end, whatever it be, justifies the 
means ; for the exercise of power has to be related to the single 
definite purpose of the interest of the state. The supreme 
qualification for the ruler in the eyes of Machiavelli and his 
disciples is virtu , which means not virtue but virility, energy, 
force of character, remorseless vigour, the head to plan and 
the arm to strike. The paramount duty of the representative 
and guardian of the community is to survive and succeed. For 
this purpose he must circumvent and intimidate his enemies 
at home and abroad. Half measures, hesitation, weakness of 
will and purpose, are the supreme offence. Hence the fasci- 
nation exerted by Caesar Borgia on the Florentine Secretary 
and diplomatist, who knew him in the flesh. On the other 
hand the author of The Prince has as little use for the brutal 
and blundering tyrant as for the ineffectual idealist. To make 
omelettes you must break eggs, but there is no excuse or 
breaking them if you cannot prepare a tasty dish, lntelligen 
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is at least as necessary as resolution. The prince must be 
worthy of his post, and must win acceptance from his subjects 
if not their love. “ Better than any number of fortresses is 
not to be hated by your people.” His whole duty is to save, 

to strengthen and to maintain the state. . 

Whether the ship is steered by a hereditary monarch or a 
dictator, an aristocracy, a parliament or a committee of pu c 
safety is irrelevant. Machiavelli is primarily interested, no 
in the forms of government, but in the way it is carried on. 
Governance is a problem of strength and skill, not of ethics 
and law. A regime must be judged, not by intentions, but by 
the fruits of its policy. Of such notions as the Respublica 
Christiana, the unity of civilization, allegiance to humanity, 
joint responsibility for the welfare of the world, there is not a 
trace Virtu, Fortrna, Necessita : here was the new trinity 
which Machiavelli substituted for the Christian creeds. Each 
political unit, large or small, must think solely of itself. The 
morals of the jungle are exalted into a philosophy of life. 
Anticipating Nietzsche he complains that Christianity is the 
religion of the weak. The author of The Prince was certainly 
no worse a man than his contemporaries in the courts and 
cabinets of the Renaissance, and indeed he modelled his 
technique on the experiences of his own career. But the horror 
with which plain citizens heard of his counsels is suggested 
by the fact that “ Old Nick,” though already a familiar alias 
for the devil, came to be associated with his name ; that The 
Prince was c alled the Devil’s Catechism or the Ten Command- 
ments Reversed ; that the adjective “ Machiavellian ” is still 
in use all over the world to denote the stratagems of statecraft 
at its worst. That he denounced bad rulers in his larger work, 
the Discourses on Livy , and confessed that the practice of 
breaking the laws for good ends lent a colour to breaches 
committed for bad ends, has been overlooked. It is by The 
Prince that he stands or falls. 

While plain men were shocked by the repudiation not only 
of Christian ethics but of the ordinary maxims of honourable 
dealing, the great ones of the earth took the little book to 
their hearts. It spoke a language they could understand. 
Here was a breviary for rulers, full of shrewd hints and 
warnings, compiled by the keenest political brain of the age. 
It appeared, moreover, at the psychological moment, for five 
mediaeval structure had collapsed. The Middle Ages were 
saturated with universalism. No theoretical distinction 
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between public and private morality was recognized. Nations 
were coming into existence, but sovereignty in the juridical 
sense was unknown. For in ecclesiastical affairs the Ro man 
Church was supreme, and the noble conception of a Respublica 
Christiana coloured the thought of the Western world. There 
stood the Holy Roman Empire, with God the invisible King, 
and the appointed representatives on earth, the Emperor and 
the Pope. It was an age of divided allegiance, not of con- 
centration of power. The texture was too loose to stand the 
strain of conflicting interests, and after all order is heaven’s 
first law. The nation-state came in with the Renaissance and 


the Reformation. The rejection of Papal authority by Northern 
Europe strengthened the power of the ruler, and enthroned 
the notion of a government supreme within its frontiers. The 
state grew steadily in strength and prestige, in Catholic as 
well as in Protestant countries, as the Church and the great 
nobility wilted away. But in what spirit was it to use its power? 
In the Middle Ages political science was a branch of Christian 
theology, the principles of which were regarded as at any rate 
theoretically valid over the whole field of human experience. 
These times were over. The doctrine of partnership in a 
wider unity based on the recognition of common principles 
had disappeared. Its place was taken by the maxim of un- 
fettered sovereignty, die overriding interest of the state as 


interpreted by its ruler. 

The sixteenth century is the Augustan age of Machiavellian 
statecraft. Thomas Cromwell, the unscrupulous instrument 
of Henry VIII, brought the cult back from Italy and was 
rumoured to sleep with a copy of The Prince under his pillow. 
The daughter of the man to whom the book was dedicated 
was Catherine de Medici, who massacred thousands of 
Protestants, not from religious zeal but for coolly calculated 
purposes of state. It was said of her son Henri III that e 
carried the volume in his pocket. Though it was afterwards 
placed on the Index of Forbidden Books it was first published 
m Rome, and sixteenth-century Popes were as ready to approve 
L dagger of the assassin as secular rulers. When Fra Paolo 
Sarpi was stabbed in Venice he coolly observed agnosco sttlum 
curia. Though the name of the Renaissance publicist became 
a byword for infamy, for many a ruler his precepts were e 
accepted methods of the political game. Bacon, whose blood 
was as cool as his brain was clear, did not hesitate (< PT 
homage to the formulator of the doctrine of ration a 



POLITICS AND MORALS 3D 

are much beholden to Machiavelli and others that wrote what 

men do and not what they ought to do. 

The gospel was accepted and applied by some of the greatest 

rulers of the modem world. Richelieu destroyed the political 
influence of the Protestants at home at the same time that he 
co-operated with the Protestant Swedes against the Catholic 
Hapsburgs in the Thirty Years War, winning the larger part 
of Alsace as his prize. But it is to Frederick the Great rather 
than to the French Cardinal that our thoughts turn, for he 
alone among rulers beguiled his leisure with the confutation 
of the tempter while he was waiting for the throne and applied 
his maxims when the hour arrived. Three years after the 
publication of V Anti-Machiml he seized Silesia, despite his 
father’s recognition of the Austrian succession to Maria 
Theresa, observing with a cynical smile that the jurists would 
discover reasons for his action. His two Political Testaments 
are as obviously the utterances of an experienced ruler as the 
tract against Machiavelli was an academic essay. He had 
been tried in the fire and emerged as hard as steel. Whatever 
illusions he had entertained in his youth had been shed. 
When someone was painting human beings in brighter colours 
than he thought they deserved he snapped out : You do not 
know the accursed race I Honour and the interest of the 
state, he wrote to the elder Pitt at the height of the Seven 
Years War, were his two guiding principles, and a man thus 
fortified would never yield to his foes. Like Gustavus 
Adolphus and Napoleon he was at once the ruler, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs and Commander-in-Chief, and as such he was 
the sole interpreter of the interests of his state. Peace and 
war were merely alternating phases of the same ceaseless 
struggle. Diplomacy without armaments, he declared, was 
like music without instruments, a remark anticipating the 
maxim of Clausewitz that war is the continuation of policy 
by other means. 

The record of Frederick the Great, however, must be 
studied as a whole. If he was a cynic, he was also a child of 
the Auflarung. He slaved at his task for forty-six years, and 
set a new standard for monarchical rule. His declaration that 
he was the first servant of the state was the expression not 
merely of an ideal but of a fact. He placed the state above 
himself and above die dynasty. “ The interest of the state,” 
he declared, “ is the law of princes, and this law is inevitable.” 
He gave orders that, if he were taken prisoner, Prussia should 
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make no sacrifices to procure his release. Thus the doctrine 
of service, sincerely held and unswervingly applied, helped to 
veil if not to span the gulf between politics and ethics. The 
eighteenth century with its rationalistic humanitarianism and 
its trio of enlightened autocrats, Frederick the Great, Catherine 
the Great and Joseph II, supplied the most suitable stage for 
the application of the gospel of raison d'itat in its better aspects 
as well as its worse. The era of the religious wars, fought at 
any rate nominally for ideal ends, was over, and the influence 
of educated public opinion had hardly begun. 

The enduring vitality of The Prince cannot be airily dismissed 
as a regrettable token of human depravity. Its teaching has 
been watered down in the course of the centuries, but a sedi- 
ment of the Florentine gospel is left in numberless thinkers 
of the last four centuries who bear a better name. In Acton’s 
learned Introduction to Burd’s edition of The Prince, and in 


Meinecke’s massive treatise Die Idee der Staatsraison, we are 
confronted with a serried array of authorities, some of them 
of high repute, who, while rejecting the grosser features of 
the system, argue that public and private morals are not and 
can never be quite the same ; that supreme emergencies call 
for exceptional methods ; that Machiavelli is useful as medicine 
though indigestible if consumed as our daily bread. We recall 
Cavour’s revealing cry of distress while he was putting Italy 
on the map : “ What rascals we should be if we did for our- 
selves what we do for our country! ” However lofty our 
political ideals, however firm our moral principles, we cannot 
shirk the rude challenge of The Prince. Can rulers, must rulers, 
invariably attempt to apply the moral law, as the private 
citizen in civilized communities is rightly expected to do? 
Or is the art of government, to borrow a phrase of Nietzsche, 

beyond good and evil? 

To realize the fhll strength of Machiavellian philosophy 
let me summarize Meinecke’s presentation of the case. Raison 
d'itat tells the statesman what he must do in order to maintain 
the state in health and strength. The striving for power and 
possession is a primitive, indeed ^ animal, instinct, as strong 
in the individual as in the herd. With man it does not confine 

itself to the physical needs and satisfactions ° > , 

horizon widens with his ascent. On the other han<^i as h^ 
climbs the ladder of civilization and begins to organized 
social life he becomes aware that he must reckon with m ty 
and law. * Between Kratos and Ethos, between the era g 
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for power and the intruding sense of moral responsibility, a 
bridge has been built which we call Reason of State— -a 
recognition of the parallelism of the actual and ideal, the 
instinctive and the rational. The natural and the spiritual 

middle ame. The goal is in the highest degree 
ethical— the welfare of the community; but the means of 
reaching it are sometimes coarse and elemental. Thus, to 
obey the dictates of raison d’itat is to oscillate between light 
and darkness. The ambition of the ruler is harnessed to the 
requirements of the ruled, and he is transformed into the 
servant of his own might. There is a gulf between the state 
and all other human organizations ; for, while the latter must 
always strive to follow ideal standards, the former must some- 
times sin. Here is the most tragic aspect of history— that the 
radical mor aliza tion of mankind is impossible, and that the 
state, which is the parent and guardian of law, cannot always 
be bound by its behests. For the state is amphibious, living 
at one and the same time in the ethical and the natural worlds. 
The conflict is eternal, for neither of the combatants will ever 

yield. 

It is Hegel who gives the highest testimonials to Machiavelli 
and comes nearest to accepting his conclusions. While the 
moralists had wrung their hands over the antagonism between 
the ideal and the actual, he knocks down the partition and 
denies the conflict between policy and morals. The state, we 
read in The Philosophy of Law, is the realized ethical idea. It 
is an end in itself and has no higher duty than to maintain 
itself. In his pregnant formula, the real is the rational and the 
rational is the real. It is Spinoza’s pantheism adapted to the 
political plane. At first blush this looks as if in Hegel’s eyes 
the struggle has ended by the capitulation of one of the 
combatants ; and Meinecke, in a forceful phrase, compares 
his patronage of Machiavelli to the legitimation of a bastard. 
A familiar witticism suggested that he mistook the Kingdom 
of Prussia for the Kingdom of Heaven. The balance is to 
some extent redressed by the ethical colouring in the picture. 
A state, he declares, is bound together, not by force but by a 
deep-rooted instinct of order. It is a spiritual structure, the 
highest embodiment of reason. In his famous phrase, world 
history is progress in the consciousness of liberty. For this 
homage to reality was not to a static condition but to an 
evolutionary process. In his doctrine of the relation of states 
to one another, however, he sheds these draperies. The state. 
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he teaches, is its own master. Thus internatio nal la W j s no 
real contract, and no state is legally or morally bound by it. 
Grave differences can only be settled by war, which is neither 
good nor evil but natural. Indeed it has its uses as a natio nal 
scavenger and in emphasizing the unimportance of mawUi 

things. In deciding on war the state must consider its own 
interest and nothing else. 

A very similar attitude meets us in Treitschke’s celebrated 
lectures on political science, which he delivered to crowded 
audiences in Heidelberg and Berlin. In his chapter on the state 
in relation to the Moral Law he admits that the coming of 
Christianity created a difficulty, unknown to the ancients, for 
professing Christians. Yet in his case at any rate the burden 
is lightly borne. It is the abiding merit of Machiavelli, he 
declares, to have set the state on its own feet, freed it from 
the moral sway of the Church, and above all declared for the 
first time that the state was power. He misses in his teaching 
a demonstration of the necessity that the ruler must justify 
himself after capturing power by his exertions for the highest 
moral welfare of the human race ; and he deplores his infatua- 
tion for Caesar Borgia, a man who had nothing to show for 
his virtuosity in crime. “ The maintenance of its power,” 
writes Treitschke, “ is a task of incomparable grandeur for the 
state ; but lest it should contradict its own nature its aims 
must be moral. Every moral judgment of the historian mijst 
be based on the hypothesis of the state as power, constrained 
to maintain itself within and without; and man’s highest 
destiny is co-operation in this duty.” The goal is clear enough, 
though differences are possible as to the means which may be 
employed. The message of the famous historian is the moral 
and spiritual grandeur of large and powerful states. Little 
states are out of date, for they cannot defend themselves. The 
state stands high above the individuals who compose it, and 
it exists in order to realize ideals far above individual happi- 
ness. It only fulfil its function if it is strong. It need not 
inquire if its actions are approved or disapproved by its sub- 
jects, for it is the guardian of the national tradition and a trustee 

for unborn generations. 

The state, continues Treitschke, owes no allegiance to any 
external authority. International law is a mere phrase, and 
no tribunal can arbitrate between sovereign communities. 
Treaties are a voluntary self-limitation, and no state can hamper 
its freedom of action by obligations to another. It must ever 
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be ready for war, which, when undertaken for honour or s<»ae 
supreme national interest, is wholesome and elevating, ror 
war is not a necessary evil but an instrument of statesmanship 
and a school of patriotism. Only in war for the Fatherland 
does a nation become truly and spiritually united. It is indeed 
the only medicine for a sick people. It is idealism that demands 
war and materialism that rejects it. Dreams of perpetual peace 
are the mark of a stagnant and decadent generation, for con- 
flict is the law of life. “ The hope of banishing war is not only 
meaningless but immoral, for its disappearance would turn 
the earth into a great temple of selfishness.” Here is the echo 
of Moltke’s familiar aphorism : “ Perpetual peace is a dream, 
and not even a beautiful dream.” Treitschke had Germany 
in view, and MachiaveUi Italy. But how slender is the differ- 
ence between the sixteenth and the nineteenth century I The 
essence of a state/’ declares Treitschke, “ is firstly power ; 
secondly power ; thirdly power.” With such a philosophy 
we shall never succeed in organizing the world ; for the cult 
of power leads to the twin evils of the idolatry of the state and 

the glorification of war. 

Is the outlook really so hopeless, the problem really so in- 
soluble, as these teachers suggest ? That the struggle between 
Kratos and Ethos will continue indefinitely we can readily 
believe. But may not the relations of the combatants change ? 
May not Ethos extend its sway at the cost of Kratos, even if 
it cannot hope for victory all along the line ? Does not the 
history of man illustrate the slow advance of moral principle, 
the occupation of one piece of territory after another previously 
claimed without challenge by the rival principle of force ? 
May not this process be continued almost indefinitely as 
pioneers rescue the desert and the forest for the haunts of men, 
and engineers turn the shallow waters into fertile land ? 

Our answer to these questions will depend in the main on 
our view of human nature. The differences in the systems of 
political philosophy throughout the ages reflect still deeper 
divergences in our interpretation of man. If we believe, like 
MachiaveUi and Hobbes, that he is nearer to the beasts than 
to the angels, we shall lean to the doctrines of autocracy and 
the sovereign state. It is equaUy natural that those who take 
a more favourable view should contest the universal supremacy 
of force, and should preach the gospel of partnership and co- 
operation on every plane. “ Man,” declared Humboldt, “ is 
naturally more disposed to beneficent than to selfish actions.” 
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Everyone knows Kant’s famous confession of his ever- 
increasing wonder at the starry heavens above and the moral 
law within. The conviction that society rests on moral and 
spiritual foundations was shared by Burke, the greatest of 
English political thinkers, who described the state as a partner- 
ship in all art, in all science, in all perfection. And MUl based 
the most moving plea for individual liberty ever written on 
his lofty reading of the character and potentialities of man. 
Democracy is more than a type of government, and what is 
called pacifism is more than a mere theory of internatio nal 
relations. Both are the expression of faith in the ultimate 
sanity of the common man, in his power to learn from ex- 
perience, in his capacity for spiritual growth. 

I share this faith. Despite the number and the eminence 
of his disciples, I believe that Machiavelli is unfair to mankind. 
The professed realist only saw a limited portion of the vast 
field of experience. The will to power is not die sole key to 
human nature. History is assuredly a record of strife — the 
strife of arms and wits ; but it is also, as Kropotkin reminded 


us in an illuminating work, a story of mutual aid. Noble aims 
in plenty have been formed by men and nations, and many of 
them have been wholly or partially achieved. With a longer 
and a wider experience than Machiavelli, we have learned to 
recognize the solid core of truth in the old adage that honesty 
is the best policy. The application of the maxims of The Prim 
may achieve a temporary triumph, but they provide no founda- 
tion for the enduring happiness, prosperity or security of a 
state. If man were, indeed the unruly and perfidious animal 
that he believes. The Prince might be accepted as a recipe for 
making the best of a bad job. But the broad testimony of 
modem history suggests that the average man rises above this 
level. Our sixteenth-century instructor makes no allowance 
for growth ; the idea of progress is the creation of modem 
times, above all of the eighteenth century. Froude used to 
say that history is like a child’s box of letters, with which you 
can spell any word you choose. What Machiavelli saw was 
real enough, and he was a careful student of history as well , 
but in concentrating his gaze on the practice of government, 
he paid too little attention to other aspects ofthe i Me ot 
community. Brilliant intellects like Machiavelli and Hobbes, 
Voltaire and Marx have seen cei tain phenome na w*h extta- 

ordinary distinctness and emphasized their . 

ficance, yet vast tracts of human experience he beyond thei 
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ken The great Italian completely ignored the ultimate potency 
of moral forces. Had he been invited to forecast the future he 
would have predicted an essentially unchanging world. Plus 
ca change, plus c’est la mtme chose. His interpretation of political 
society was static. The human animal, as portrayed by 
Machiavelli, is unable to climb above the level of his baser 
self as water is incapable of rising above its source. 

Even those who feel themselves unable to reject his gospel 
outright may draw a distinction, which never occurred to the 
thinkers of the sixteenth century, between domestic and 
foreign affairs. Within the frontiers of the most civilized 

SfAlfXw has supeK«fe d the whim of the rnlet. For the 
moment there is a set-back in this process, and half Europe is 
in the grip of dictatorships. But I firmly belive that the liberal- 
izing forces which have given Western civilization its peculiar 
stamp in the last four centuries will reassert themselves when 
the su perm en who have challenged their validity pass away. 
The most satisfactory criterion of civilization is not the growth of 
knowledge or the increase of amenities, but the degree in which 
social life is humanized, individuality fostered and political 
action brought within the moral sphere. In the more civilized 
communities the theoretical omnipotence of the. executive 
is tempered by the fact that our rulers, like other citizens, are 
subject to the laws, can be sued in the courts, and can be 
changed by constitutional methods. With the aid of a vigilant 
public opinion and a free Press we have reached a stage when 
the government is expected not only to conform to the ordinary 
principles of honourable dealing but to set a shining example. 
In communities like our own, resting on a solid foundation of 
ordered liberty, the maxims of The Prince are no longer appli- 
cable as regards internal affairs. 

“ At the bottom of all the confused clamour against him,” 
writes Lord Morley in his memorable Romanes Lecture on 
Machiavelli,** the people knew what they meant and their 
instinct was not unsound. Mankind, and well they know it, 
are far too profoundly concerned in right and wrong, in mercy 
and cruelty, in justice and oppression, to favour a teacher who, 
even for a scientific purpose of his own, forgets the awful 
difference.” It is this general acceptance to-day of the duty 
of rulers to set a good example that accounts for the world-wide 
horror at the murder of the Tsar and his family by the Bol- 
shevists in 1918, and the massacre of June jo, 1954, when 
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Hitler shot scores of his actual or potential enemies without 
trial. Such a swift and bloody stroke was in strict accordance 
with the doctrine of The Prince that, if the ruler strikes at all 
he should hit hard and get his blow in first. But the twen- 
tieth century is not the sixteenth. When the foundations of 
law have been overthrown, practices long abandoned are 
revived by men who seize power through violence and retain 
it by fear. Our disgust at such reversions is a measure of the 
advance we have made since the times when the murder of an 
opponent was accepted as a matter of course. 

When we pass beyond national frontiers and enter the 
perilous field of international relations, we find that the 
Florentine tempter is more difficult to dislodge. We are 
confronted with the fact that for a single state to follow the 
dictates of private morality while its neighbours apply die 
maxim of national egoism may well be suicide. No country 
has an unblemished record ; but some states show up better 
than others, and even in the twentieth century uneasy feelings 
persist that in an emergency the less scrupulous may score. 
Weak though the urge has been towards the organization of 
mankind on the basis of law, the slow process of moralization 
has been held up again and again by mutal suspicions of 
sincerity. The pace of a convoy is decided by its slowest unit. 
For instance the willingness of some Powers to accept arbi- 
tration or a drastic reduction of armaments has been ship- 


wrecked on the refusal of others to follow suit. Thus in the 
international sphere we have to recognize the disagreeable 
fact that no government is entirely its own master. In a 
world of sovereign self-sufficing nationalism, this is a very 
serious matter for the planner and the idealist. 

Another important consideration must be borne in mind. 
In every community there are men and women ready to suffer 
exile or imprisonment, torture and death for their principles ; 
and they are the salt of the earth. With states it is different. 
The private citizen may prefer to surrender his life rather than 
his faith, like the brave Armenians confronted with the alter- 
native of apostasy or instant death. A state cannot an must 
not make such a sacrifice, for it is the trustee of the generations 
to come. If brutally attacked or summoned to surrender its 
independence, its duty, I believe, is to resist. To yield is to 
make the world safe for the aggressor and the duet. By re- 
fusing to open the frontiers to the German armies in 1914, 
the Belgian Government kept alive the soul of the nation an 
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challenged the degrading doctrine that material force is 
supreme. The obligation of a state to survive may involve 
decisions which an individual might feel bound on ethical 
grounds to reject ; for when war breaks out, however it 
originates, every belligerent throws scruples to the wind and 
fights desperately for victory. Here is a difference between 
public and private morality which cannot be ignored. The 
individual may sacrifice his life : the community must live on. 
A trustee cannot surrender to threats or violence an estate 
which is not his own. In other words, the action of a govern- 
ment within certain limits is determined by considerations of 
we may call a biological rather than a moral order. And 
just as I approve resistance to flagrant aggression, I cannot 
denounc6 the successive revolts of the Christian communities 
of the Near East against the intolerable yoke of the Turkish 
invader, which had stunted their life for centuries as the 
growth of a tree is thwarted by an iron clamp. Nor can I 
censure the determination of nineteenth-century Italians and 
Germans to expel alien rulers in order to become nation-states 
like their neighbours. Most people would add that the North 
was right to take up the challenge of the South in 1861, to 
wage war for the preservation of the Union and incidentally 
for the abolition of slavery. Such elemental urges dating from 
a period prior to the Covenant and the Kellogg Pact seem to 
me, to quote Nietzsche’s phrase again, beyond good and evil. 

There are, on the other hand, plenty of instances in modern 
history when Governments have taken action generally 
regarded as an offence against even the low standards of the 
time. I am thinking of such incidents as the alliance between 
Francis I and the Sultan of Turkey against Charles V, the 
devastation of the Palatinate by Louis XIV, the seizure of 
Silesia by Frederick the Great, the partitions of Poland by 
Russia, Prussia and Austria, the snatching of Tripoli by Italy 
in 1911. No modern war aroused more universal condemna- 
tion than the struggle of South Africa at the turn of the century. 
Though acclaimed by a majority of Englishmen as a legitimate 
effort to hold British South Africa for the Crown, to the rest 
of the world it appeared as a brutal assault by a mighty empire 
on a little community of farmers who merely asked to be left 
alone. No less acute differences of judgment were provoked 
by the attitude of the belligerents in the war of 1914. Some 
of the Powers could plead treaty obligations, while others 
plunged into the vortex at their own chosen time without 
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even pretending that they were resisting attack. In every case 
the governing consideration was national interest, and most 
of them had little excuse to throw stones at one another. All 
alike were functioning in an unorganized world. 

Must we then accept as a grim necessity the doct rine that 
moral standards, recognized by individual citizens as cate- 
gorical imperatives for the ordering of their lives and accepted 
to-day by the more advanced nations as binding in iVi r 
domestic transactions, must remain for ever inapplicable in 
the relations of states ? I see no reason for such a despairing 
conclusion. The moralization of community life within the 
national frontiers, which is taken as a matter of course by the 
unthinking citizen, represents a gigantic achievement requiring 
many centuries of effort. Feudal anarchy, civil war, highway 
robbery, duelling have disappeared. The supremacy of brute 
force has retreated before the conception of the reign of law. 
To our remote forefathers the task of organizing the life of a 
large-scale community must have seemed as utopian as that 
of tidying up the world seems to many people to-day. Yet the 
difficulties have been overcome so completely in the narrower 
sphere that most of us forget that they ever existed. It has 
become an axiom that decisions reached by consultation and 
compromise are the most likely to endure. But the common- 
place of to-day was once a romantic dream. We remember 
Hobbes’ celebrated description of the state of Nature. “ No 
arts ; no letters ; no society ; and what is worst of all, con- 
tinual fear and danger of violent death ; and the life of man 
solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.” We have escaped 
from that predicament by the growth of the community sense 
and by the creation of institutions in which it found expression. 
The human family is only the local group on a larger scale. 
Its essential unity is much harder to visualize, but the necessity 
of organization as the condition of well-being is as clear in the 
one case as in the other. If it was not so obvious before the 
World War, that cataclysm should have removed the mist 


from our eyes. 

One serious effort to organize Europe, and only one, was 
made before 19x9- The Holy Alliance left a bad name, which 
it did not altogether deserve. Alexander I is not merely the 
most interesting of the Russian Tsars, but the most attractive 
figure on the European chessboard at the opening of the 
nineteenth century. Beginning life as a sentimental republican 
he ascended the throne of his murdered father with the o ties 
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ideals for his subjects and mankind. The influence of Mme 
de Kriidener gave a religious turn to his thoughts, and when 
the struggle with Napoleon was over he saw his chance. Here 
is the preamble of the Holy Alliance signed in September 1 8 1 j . 

« 'pheir Majesties the Emperor of Austria, the King of Prussia, 
and the Emperor of Russia having, in consequence of the great 
events which have occurred in the course of the last three 
years in Europe, and especially of blessings which it has 
pleased Divine Providence to shower down upon those states 
which place their confidence and their hope on it alone, 
acquired the intimate conviction of the necessity of settling 
the steps to be observed by the Powers in their reciprocal 
relations upon the sublime truths which the holy religion of 
our Saviour teaches ; they solemnly declare that the present 
Act has no other object than to publish in the face of the whole 
world their fixed resolution, both in the administration of 
their respective states and in their political relations with every 
government, to take for their sole guide the precepts of 
that holy religion.” The first article pledged the signatories 
to mut ual assistance and to the spirit of fraternity for the 
protection of religion, peace and justice. In the second they 
proclaimed themselves members of a single Christian nation 
delegated by Providence tQ govern three branches of the one 

family. 

England stood aloof from what Castlereagh contemptuously 
described as “ sublime mysticism and nonsense,” but most of 
the other European rulers acceded to the pact. Working 
through the conference system, in which England took her 
share, the conquerors of Napoleon, soon reinforced by France 
herself, ruled the Continent for a few years by the first and 
last effective Concert it has known. The idea was sound 
enough, but the conception of its duties was too static. Ob- 
sessed by the spectre of revolution the crowned autocrats, 
under Metternich’s leadership, attempted to stifle the forces 
of constitutional government and nationality, and within a 
decade their disagreements brought the experiment to an end. 
England withdrew when France received a mandate to restore 
autocracy in Spain, and the Greek war of independence drove 
a wedge between Russia and Austria. The so-called Concert 
of Europe, which was often talked of and occasionally em- 
ployed in the second half of the nineteenth century, only 
attempted to deal with the Eastern question, and even in this 
limit ed area it conspicuously failed. It was a tragedy that the 
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saving idea of the European family had come to be identified 
in the public mind with autocracy at home and the suppression 
of legitimate discontent by foreign arms. The inny a«j nE 
resort to arbitration in minor matters during the nineteenth 
century, welcome and useful though it was, afforded no 
adequate substitute for systematized co-operation. Moreover 
the experiment that followed the downfall of Napoleon was 
confined to the European stage. Regional arrangements are 
still of use, but in the twentieth century they can have little 
chance of success except as elements in a wider scheme. 

For the first time in history it is widely realized to-day that 
the only way to bridge the gulf between politics and morals 
at its deepest point is to organize the world as a whole. That 
nations will become less determined to secure justice, as they 
understand it, or to realize their cherished aims is improbable. 
But it is quite possible that they will learn from bitter experience 
that on our shrinking and inter-dependent planet the best 
chance of survival lies in intelligent co-operation for common 
ends. The instinct of self-preservation will find expression in 
novel forms. In a word, the teaching of Machiavelli, which 
was founded on his experience of Italy in the sixteenth century, 
can only be confuted by the discovery that m the long run 
purely self-regarding action on the part of a state does not pay. 
Economic contacts are needed for its physical life, and a thou- 
sand cultural ties already proclaim our common heritage. As 
the sense of community broadens among the peoples, the 
sentiment of human solidarity will find expression in their 
conception of the state and the action of their governments. 
If moral principles ultimately extend their sway into the dark 
forest of international relations, it will be, not because con- 
science whispers that they should, but because rival methods 
of deciding disputes and obtaining security have been tried 
and failed. Our best ground for hope lies in the fact that in 
the course of his long ascent man has shown his capacity not 
only to err but to learn — in Bacon’s words devising new 

remedies as time breedeth new mischiefs. 

During the four centuries of our modern era the last word 

in political organization has been the nation. Now that the 
world has been unified by science and culture, the nation must 
take its place as the bridge, the half-way house, the middle 
term, between the individual and the human family. For this 
high purpose it is not only useful but indispensable. Nation 
ism in its deepest meaning is the self-consciousness of a nation, 
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the affirmation of its personality. It has come to stay* for it 
derives from a powerful combination of material and spiritual 
factors. The material factor is the possession of a home, a 
recognized territory in which it lives and to which it becomes 
devotedly attached. The spiritual factor is the will of its 
citizens to live together and to share their fortunes. The 
grouping of human beings into such organic units is a neces- 
sary stage in the evolution and organization of mankind. The 
first storey of the edifice rests firmly on the solid earth. The 
second or international floor is being built upon the broad 
platform of self-conscious political communities. The indi- 
vidual, the nation, the human family — here is the new trinity 
in which we must all steadfastly believe if we desire to be saved. 

Centuries before the World War a few seers and prophets 
discerned and proclaimed the unity of mankind. The interest 
of such pioneers as William Penn and the Abb6 Saint-Pierre 
lies, not in the details of their schemes, but in their expression 
of the community idea beyond the frontiers of the state. If 
we once grasp the notion of solidarity, not as a speculative 
principle but as a concrete fact, we are on the high road to the 
moralization of politics. Nearly three centuries after The Prince 
Kant wrote his treatise on Perpetual Peace ; and if the greatest 
of modern thinkers had commanded the style of Rousseau or 
Machiavelli, his little book might have been as popular as it 
deserves. As our civil strife in the seventeenth century 
inspired Hobbes to seek an escape from anarchy in unfettered 
autocracy, so the tumult of the French Revolution drove Kant 
to propose a way of escape in the organization of mankind. 
If law was the foundation of the life of the community, it 
should equally regulate the relations of states. Humanity 
needed a constitution no less than France or Prussia ; for so 
long as each state recognized no authority above itself and no 
duty except to itself, wars were inevitable. 

Kant first enumerates what he describes as the preliminary 
articles of peace, (i) No treaty shall be valid if it contains a 
secret reservation of materials for another war. (2) No state 
shall be acquired through inheritance, exchange or purchase, 
for it is not a property but a society of human beings. (3) 
Standing armies shall be abolished, for they are always threaten- 
ing other states with war. (4) No national debt shall be 
incurred except for purely internal affairs. (5) No state shall 
forcibly interfere with the constitution or administration of 
another. These injunctions and exhortations are, of course. 
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merely counsels of perfection so long as the destinies of nations 
are in the hands of irresponsible autocrats. When selfish and 
capricious autocracies are replaced by self-governing institu- 
tions, a new system of relations between states will become 
possible. The only absolute security for peace would be a 
world republic, which he regrets that the nations will not 
accept. The second-best method is a federation of self- 
governing communities for the purpose of aver ring war. 
Here in 1795 is the Society of Nations without the name. The 
philosopher proceeds to offer some reasons for his great hope. 
Nature, he announces boldly, points us towards peace, for 
she makes harmony spring from discord, even against the 
will of man. She fills die earth with contiguous peoples, who 
gradually realize their common interests. The commercial 
spirit cannot coexist with war, and sooner or later it takes 
possession of every nation. But his faith in mankind is even 
greater than his faith in Nature or commerce. In noble words, 
which enshrine his political as well as his moral philosophy, 
he declares that man cannot get away from the idea of right. 

As Kant challenges Machiavelli, so Gladstone and Bismarck 
among ninet eenth-century statesmen embody the rival philo- 
sophies in action. Vast and splendid as was the intellect of 
the Prussian Junker, the conception of human solidarity, the 
Vision of a new international order resting on a voluntary 
partnership of national units, was beyond his ken. The weak- 
ness of the realists is that they define reality too narrowly and 
think more of immediate than of ultimate returns. Bismarck 
was content to work for his country alone and was satisfied 
with its rapturous applause. In a recent book on his religion 
a German Professor exhibits the master-builder as a man of 
evangelical piety on the strength of some devotional works 
which he read and underlined. The hero-worship has gone 
too far, for Bismarck kept his religion and his statecraft in 
watertight compartments. Certain issues, as he declared at 
the beginning of his ministerial career, could only be settled 
by blood and iron. There is no more familiar passage in his 
reminiscences than the story of the manipulation of the Ems 
telegram, which by tendentious compression was fashioned 
to look like an insult to the French Ambassador, and which 
produced the desired result of goading Napoleon m to -a 
declaration of war. Europe to Bismarck, like Italy to Mett 
nich, was a geographical expression and nothing more. 

The Iron Chancellor was the most consummate practitioner 
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of raison d'itat in the sphere of international relations that die 

world has ever seen, and he scoffed at Professor a s 
for worshipping other gods. The cession of the Ionian Islands 

to Greece was interpreted by him as a sign that England was 
to larecce 111 v r 7 , . _u;i irinh* nations 

exhausted, since, accordmg to r 



give nothing away. Other critics, 

complained of Gladstone’s prompt acceptance v,. 
award. But the Gladstonian gospel does not seem to us quite 
so doctrinaire to-day, when the bitter taste of the fruits of 
Bismarckian realism is in our mouths. Before he evolved 
into the greatest Liberal statesman of the nineteenth century 
he made his profession of faith in the Don Pacifico debate of 
1850. Rebuking the high-handed methods of Palmerston 
and rejecting the distinction between politics and morals, he 
envisaged the relations of nations in terms not of difference 

of military power but of equality of rights. 

Twenty years later Gladstone was Prime Minister and the 
triumph of German arms over France touched him to t e 
quick. To the winning side the recovery of Alsace and 
Lorraine appeared not so much the spoils of victory as the 
undoing of historic wrongs, perpetrated by a greedy neighbour 
before the German nation became a political unit able to resist 
attack. To Gladstone, on the other hand, it seemed a moral 
wrong and for that reason a political error. In a Memorandum 
to Granville, written shortly after Sedan, he deplored the 
probable annexation of over a million people “ who, with 
their ancestors for several generations, have known France 
for their country. The transfer of the allegiance and citizen- 
ship, of no small part of the heart and life, of human beings 
from one sovereignty to another without any reference to 
their own consent has been a great reproach to former trans- 
actions in Europe ; has led to many wars and disturbances ; 
is hard to reconcile with considerations of equity, and is 
repulsive to the sense of modem civilization.” Germany, he 
admitted, was entitled to take ample precautions against her 
defeated foe. But was the acquisition of Alsace-Lorraine the 
only way ? “ It seems worth while to consider whether the 
military neutralization of the territory and the destruction of 
all its fortresses would not, without being withdrawn from 
French allegiance, obtain the object of giving security to 
Germany.” When Granville replied that nothing could be 
done, the Prime Minister rejoined : “ I am much oppressed 
with the idea that this transfer of human beines like chattels 
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should go forward without any voice from collective Europe 
if it were disposed to speak.” 

That a wrong committed in the international field would 
produce evil effects was as much part of Gladstone’s political 
philosophy as of his Christian faith. ** It seems to me by no 
means impossible,” he wrote prophetically to Henry Reeve, 
Editor of the Edinburgh Review* “ that those little provinces 
may be the central hinge on which for long years the history 
of Europe may virtually depend.” To Granville he wrote even 
more pointedly. “ I have an apprehension that this violent 
laceration and transfer is to lead us from bad to worse, and to 
be the beginning of a new series of European complications.” 
When the peace terms confirmed his apprehensions he wrote 
to Max Muller : “ I am afraid that Germany, crowned with 
glory and confident in her strength, will start on her new 
career to encounter the difficulties of the future without the 


sympathies of Europe, which in my opinion no nation, not 
even we in our sea-girt spot, can afford to lose.” Gladstone 
was never Foreign Minister, and he did not need to make 
England as Bismarck had to make Germany. But for almost 
half a century he laboured to raise the standard of conduct 
among the governments of Europe, from his censure of 
Palmerston in 1850 and his denunciation of the Neapolitan 
prisons in 185 1 to his crusade against the Bulgarian and 
Armenian atrocities of his closing years. He was filled with 
the conviction that we are all members one of another and 
that the jurisdiction of conscience does not cease at the frontier. 
Though the vision of a League of Nations was beyond his 
range, the spiritual foundations of the edifice are clearly dis- 
coverable in his speeches and writings. In the era of hn- 
oerialism which, so far as England is concerned, is now at an 
end, it was the fashion to scoff at Gladstone, Cobden and Bright 
as doctrinaires without red blood in their veins. Like other 
great Victorians their time will come again, for they preache 

the saving gospel of an interdependent world. 

The war of 1914 was the child of the European anarchy. 
Before a decision was in sight. President Wilson made the 
most determined and comprehensive attempt recorde m 
history to reconcile politics and morals. Alone of tneeigh 
Great Powers the United States held aloof, hoping that it 
might remain neutral to the end. The humane an 
loving Professor in the White House shared that aspiration to 
STfull, incurring abuse by his declaration at a moment of 
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extreme tension with Germany that America was too proua 

tftoSdU P a ™w international order Here was no ordinary 
conflict of nation against nation. Almost the whole wor d 
was involved in the struggle, and the fortunes of e^liza 
were at stake. It was the bankruptcy of a system, the reductto 
ad absurdum of the doctrine of unfettered nationalism. In the 
name of security sovereign states had piled up armaments and 
pursued their selfish aims without thought of co-operation . 
how they were blowing each other to pieces with the latest 
scientific devilries and turning Europe into a heap of ashes. 
It was the writing on the wall, which the panting combatants 
were too busy to read. Wilson read it and proclaimed the 

lesson to his people and the world. . ^ 

At the end of 1916 the President invited the belligerents to 

state the terms on which they would be willing to make peace. 
After receiving their replies he described to the Senate in 
Jan uar y 1917 his own vision of a settlement which would not 
only end the carnage but might avert its recurrence. Tn® 
settlement, when it came, must win the approval of mankind, 
and not merely serve the several interests and immediate aims 
of the nations engaged. “ The question upon which the whole 
future peace and policy of the world depends is this : Is the 
present war a struggle for a just and secure peace or only for 
a new balance of power ? Only a tranquil Europe can be a 
stable Europe. There must be, not a balance of power, but a 
community of power ; not organized rivalries but an organized 
common peace. First of all it must be a peace without victory. 
Victory would mean peace forced upon the loser, a victor’s 
terms imposed upon the vanquished. It would be accepted 
in h umiliati on, under duress, as intolerable sacrifice, and would 
leave a sting, a resentment, a bitter memory upon which terms 
of peace would rest, not permanently, but only as upon quick- 
sands. Only a peace between equals can last— only a peace 
the very principle of which is equality and a common participa- 
tion in a common benefit. The equality of nations upon 
which peace must be founded, if it is to last, must be an 
equality of rights ; the guarantees exchanged must neither 
recognize nor imply a difference between big nations and 
small, between those that are powerful and those that are weak. 
Mankind is looking now for freedom of life, not for equipoises 
of power. And there is a deeper thing involved than even 
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equality of rights among organized nations. No peace can 
last, or ought to last, which does not recognize and accept the 
principle that governments derive all their just powers from 
the consent of the governed, and that no right anywhere 
exists to hand peoples about from potentate to potentate as if 
they were property. Any peace which does not recognize 
and accept this principle wiU inevitably be upset. It will not 
rest upon the affections or convictions of mankind. The fer- 
ment of spirit of whole populations will fight subtly and 
constantly against it, and all die world will sympathize. The 
world can be at peace only if life is stable, and there can be no 
stability where the will is in rebellion, where there is not 
tranquillity of spirit and a sense of justice, of freedom, and of 
right.” No prince or ruler had ever spoken with such pro- 
phetic wisdom and in such ringing tones. 

Ten weeks after his address to the Senate the President was 


sucked into the whirlpool by Germany’s renewal of the un- 
restricted submarine campaign, and no more was heard of 
peace without victory. With this inevitable exception, for no 
country fights except to win, he endeavoured to maintain the 
ideal of a moderate settlement. “ It is because it is for us a 


war of high, disinterested purpose, in which all the free peoples 
of the world are banded together for the vindication of right, 
a war for the preservation of principles and of purpose, that 
we feel ourselves doubly constrained to propose for its out- 
come only that which is righteous and of irreproachable in- 
tention, for our foes as well as our friends. 'Hie cause being 
just and holy, the -settlement must be of like motive and 
quality. A supreme moment of history has come. The eyes 
of the people have been opened and they see. The hand of 
God is laid upon the nations. He will show them favour, I 
devoutly believe, only if they rise to the clear heights of His 
own justice and mercy.” In January, 1918, a month after this 
address to Congress, Wilson sketched out the settlement he 
had in mind in formulating the Fourteen Points, the four- 
teenth being the creation of a League of Nations. An evident 
principle,” he concluded, “ runs through the whole programme 
I have outlined. It is the principle of justice to all peoplesand 
nationalities and their right to live on equal terms of liberty 
and safety with one another, whether they be strong or weak. 
On July 4, 1918, Independence Day, he enshrined ^pro- 
gramme in a sentence that travelled round the world, 
we seek is the reign of law, based upon the consent of the 
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governed and sustained by the organized opinion ofmanldnd.’’ 
8 Wilson failed to embody the whole of his Fourteen Points 
in the peace settlement, for with the termination of the 
struggle his importance for the allies waned as quickly as it 
had grown, rfe Treaty of Versailles, judged by its results 
was a bad peace. Si monumentum requtrts circumspce. But 
without Wilson it would have been far worse. Let me rortity 
mvself with an extract from the eloquent tribute in Sir Arthur 
Salter’s Recovery. “ The greatest decision, the greatest achieve- 
ment, of his life was the inclusion of the Covenant in the 
Peace Treaties. He fought almost alone. Had he failed mere 
would have been no League ; for what chance would there 
have been of a Covenant when peace had been concluded r 
It would have been impossible for one who did not combine 
the vision of the idealist, the practical insight into the conditions 
success of a realist, and an unshakable will, unmoved by 
opposition or the foolish counsel of friends. If the world 
does indeed prevent the occurrence of great wars, it will be to 
this great act of this great man, more than to any other person 
or event in history, that it will owe its salvation. The figure 
of Wilson will loom in history above his lesser contemporaries 
and across the valleys of intervening generations of lesser 


successors.” 

To measure his difficulties let me quote another pen-portrait 
from the gallery of Versailles — the memorable study of 
Clemenceau by Mr. Keynes. “ He felt about France what 
Pericles felt of Athens — unique value in her, nothing else 
mattering. But his theory of politics was Bismarck’s. He 
had one illusion — France ; and one disillusion — mankind, 
including Frenchmeri, and his colleagues not least. His 
philosophy had no place for ‘ sentimentality ’ in international 
relations. Nations are real things, of whom you love one and 
feel for the rest indifference or hatred. The glory of the nation 
you love is a desirable end, but generally to be obtained at 
your neighbour’s expense. Prudence required some measure 
of lip-service to the ‘ ideals ’ of foolish Americans and hypo- 
critical Englishmen, but it would be stupid to believe that 
there is much room in the world as it really is for such affairs 
as the League of Nations, or any sense in the principle of self- 
determination except as an ingenious formula for rearranging 
the balance of power in one’s own interests.” And so we 
leave the old statesman, “ throned, in his grey gloves, on the 
brocade chair, dry in soul and empty of hope, very old and 
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tired.” He had been a bonny fighter, but he was not the type 
to restore Europe to the paths of peace. Political architects 
like moral reformers, must have faith in mankind. Looking 
round our distracted Continent in 1935 the “ realists ” of 1910 
have little cause for satisfaction or pride. It is the nemesis of 
raison d’itat. The dragon’s teeth have come up once again as 
armed men. 


The two most urgent tasks of to-day are to escape from the 
vast disintegration of the war and to remove the chief causes 
from which it sprung. They are in reality a single problem. 
We can trace back our present discontents to their source as 
we tick off links in a chain. The universal malaise, the econo mi c 


dislocation and the political re-barbarization of half Europe 
arise in the main from the misuse of a hundred per cent, 
victory. The treaties in turn were in part the expression of 
the mood of anger and revenge generated by the horrors of 
the struggle. The conflict itself was the outcome of the false 
doctrine of self-sufficing national sovereignty, which had led 
rulers and governments to neglect the reiterated warnings of 
history. Wars large and small had filled even the enlightened 
nine teenth century with their roar, and the opening years of 
the twentieth witnessed fresh conflicts in Tripoli, the Balkans 
and the Far East. In die intervals of war we staggered from 
crisis to crisis, breathing sighs of relief when the immediate 
peril passed but taking no steps to prevent its recurrence. 
Armaments accumulated on land and sea, the Hague Con- 
ferences politely bowed limitation out of Court, and the most 
civilized nations plunged blindly forward to their doom. 
We were living on the slopes of a volcano, and we knew it. 
The war of 1914 was by no means inevitable ; but if the comer 
had been safely turned after the Serajevo murders the next 
crisis in the Balkans might just as well have started the rush 


of the avalanche. t , 

In face of the great catastrophe it is idle to mumble our 

ancient formulas that if you wish for peace you must prepare 
for war that to be safe you must be stronger than your neigh- 
bours ; that every state must think and act exclusively for itself. 
Such maxims, whatever their earlier justification or excuse, 
are out of date. The whole scene has been transformed by the 
discoveries of science on the one hand and by the object-lesson 
of the World War on the other. That a revolver shot in an 
obscure Bosnian town could set Europe aflame ™thm ®ve 
wrrks nroved that the life of every one of us is at the mercy 
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of an incident. Here was an argument more persuasive than 
a thousand sermons, a demonstration that the deaf could hear 

and the blind could read. „ 

If civilization is to survive and man is to fulfil the abundant 

promise of his nature we need to plan on a wider scale than 
has ever been tried. Great thoughts, as Vauvenargues told us, 
come from the heart. The best minds of to-day are dedicated 
to the task of adapting our political institutions and our 
economic life to the new fact of the unity of the world, which 
has come about so rapidly that its implications are only begin- 
ning to be grasped. In this process of planning, as in all the 
higher tasks of humanity, the idea of right must guide us if 
we are not to waste our time. We can rarely undo ancient 
wrongs, but we can leam from our mistakes. In other words 
we must deliberately set out to reconcile politics and morals 
over the whole field. There is no other way. That stern 
moralist Lord Acton used to say that since the coming of 
Christ there was no excuse for anyone to plead that he did 
not know the difference between right and wrong. In 193 } 
we may add that since the coming of the war there is no excuse 
for any of us to believe that nationalism is enough. Even the 
most fiery patriot of to-day must look beyond his own frontiers 
and his own Continent if he is not to fall into the pit. 

Our first task as political architects is to make up our minds 
in what kind of world we desire to dwell. We seek what 
Aristotle called the good life. Where shall we find it ? My 
aspiration is to combine the maximum of unity with the mini- 
mum of constraint. In our national life we believe that all 
artificial obstacles to full and equal citizenship should be 
removed, not in order to produce a horde of standardized 
units, but, in the spirit of the Periclean oration, to secure the 
conditions for the ‘flowering of personality and to make each 
one of us proudly conscious of his debt to the state. In our 
international relations we should seek precisely the same ends. 
The beckoning goal is a co-operative world, in which a living 
consciousness of interdependence is fused with a healthy love 
for the land of our birth. The presupposition of all profitable 
thinking and planning is a firm grasp of the unity of civilization. 
The emergence of this incontrovertible fact must ultimately 
trample down the narrow provincialism which impedes fruitful 
partnership, though victory is still far away. Geographical 
exploration, scientific invention, and historical research have 
at last begun to make us aware of our common heritage, our 
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collective achievements, our joint responsibilities. The part 
is meaningless except in its relation to the whole. Mankind 
is the book and the nations are its chapters v This was the 
gospel of Mazzini, the greatest of nationalists, whose watch- 
word was not only a free and united Italy, but God and 
Humanity. 

Regional attempts to stabilize large portions of the globe 
have been made, and lessons are to be learned from every 
chapter of the story in turn. The Pax Romana, the first serious 
experiment in large-scale organization, rested on die strength 
of a single state and perished with its fall. The Respublica 
Christiana of the Middle Ages, which was scarcely more than 
a philosopher’s' dream, vanished when the modem world was 
bom in die Renaissance and the Reformation. The Concert 


of Europe, the first sustained endeavour to substitute con- 
sultation and co-operation for the crude arbitrament of the 
sword, collapsed within a decade because Napoleon’s con- 
querors were anchored to the status quo . Arbitration proved 
a useful expedient in differences for which nations cared too 
little to fight, but useless when their blood was up. The 
failure of all these successive attempts to organize the world 
trumpets forth the necessity of a wider scheme, resting not 
on empire, race or creed, but on our common humanity. 

Next to the recognition of the unity of civilization and die 
resultant need of institutional organization comes the principle 
of minimum constraint. If we accept the significance of 
individuality, we must stand for the self-determination of 
nations within and without. Englishmen welcomed the 
unification of Italy and Germany ; the emancipation of the 
Balkan peoples from the Turkish yoke ; the birth of the Irish 
Free State ; the Statute of Westminster, which proclaimed 
equality of status between the Dominions and the Motherland. 
Fox’s joyful ejaculation on the fall of the Bastille : How much 
the happiest event in the history of mankind and how much 
the best 1 despite its emotional exuberance, typifies our dis- 
interested sympathy with the efforts of peoples strugg ng or 
their rights. Freedom from an alien yoke, freedom from o- 

banner of humanity as we advance towards the goodbfe. 
Kant taught that the best hope for peace lay in a loose federa- 
tion of self-governing communities. Thus the conn 
between peace and civic responsibility was proclaimed for the 
first time by die greatest thinker of modem times. 
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We shall never create an organized and moralized world, 
in which the writ of Machiavelli will cease to run, unless we 
can banish the spectre of aggression. But the ghost can only 
be laid by providing alternative methods of securing the aims 
which war is waged to achieve. Arbitration is excellent as 
far as it goes, but many conflicts arise from causes too deep 
j t to wmove so long as the doctrine of unfettered national 
sovereignty 1 prevails. The darkest clouds on the horizon 
to-day are the Japanese ambitions in the Far East and the 
revisionist demands of the European states defeated in the 
Great War. To expect that war will be averted by the simple 
expedient of maintaining the status quo is to live in a world of 
illusions, for the Grand Alliance of 1914-1918 is dead. 

When Japan argues that China is a state with which normal 
relations are impossible she merely seeks to cloak her aggres- 
sion. Before the war every nation possessed the recognized 
right in international law to go to war whenever and wherever 
it liked. But with the creation of the League each signatory 
of the Covenant undertook to respect and preserve the 
territorial integrity of its fellow members, and the Pact of 
Paris pledged us all to renounce war as an instrument of 
national policy. In addition to these general obligations, 
Japan also agreed in the Nine-Power Treaty of Washington 
“to respect the sovereignty, independence and territorial 
integrity of China.” The weakness of the latter was fully 
known to the signatories at the time. It was therefore irreleJ 
vant to adduce her internal troubles as an excuse for invasion 
in 193 1 when they had been expressly recognized in the treaty 
of 1922. For the nine Powers solemnly agreed “ to provide 
the fullest and most unembarrassed opportunity to China to 
develop and maintain for herself an effective and stable 
government.” The belief that the railway to Mukden was 
cut by Chinese hands in September 1931 was not accepted by 
the Lytton Commission. The elaborate preparations for the 
conquest of Manchuria were complete, and the troops awaited 
the signal for attack. The United States were in deep waters, 
England was in the throes of a financial crisis, and Russia was 
immersed in her Five-Year Plan. The world’s extremity was 
Japan’s opportunity. The League frowned, but was powerless 
to act. It declined to recognize the fruits of aggression, but 
it could do no more. 

The most dangerous issue in Europe is the revision of the 
settlements imposed on the defeated parties at the end of the 
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war. Armaments, alliances, and economic natio nalism are 
the measure of our alarm. The root of the trouble is the 
existence of frontiers imposed in defiance of the sentiments 
of millions of aggrieved human beings. The rule of war is 
that the loser pays, but never before have there been so many 
losers to complain. The ultimate purpose of the ar mam ents 
piling up before our eyes is to challenge or to preserve the 
territorial status quo . Resentment of an alien yoke is an in- 
eradicable instinct. The minority clauses of the treaties, well 
intentioned as they were and useful as they should be in 
diminishing the material and psychological importance of 
boundaries, are only applicable in certain states, and even in 
these they are often scandalously ignored. Our ears are assailed 
by shrill cries from the opposing camps : War unless territorial 
revision 1 Territorial revision means warl Both may be 
right. Petty concessions would be useless, and large transfers 
are at present ruled out by the popular will. When some state 
comes forward and announces its readiness to lay a substantial 


portion of its possessions as an offering on the altar of peace, 
revision will come within the range of practical politics. Till 
then it is a dream. Article XIX of the Covenant, it is true, 
stares us in the face. “ The Assembly may from time to time 
advise the reconsideration by members of the League of 
treaties which have become inapplicable, and the consideration 
of international conditions whose continuance might endanger 
the peace of the world.” The phraseology is elastic, and it 
was this article which partially reconciled Wilson to the 
surrender of his hopes. Yet it has never been used. The 

hungry sheep look up but are not fed. . 

Where is the road of escape from this threatening impasse, 

in which the victors cling to their conquests and the vanquished 
to their claims ? There is no lack of confident replies, but 
they are one and all academic in character. Nothing ® 0 
of a world state can save us, argues Mr. Wells. A chain of 
socialist communities, we are told by other publicists, wnn 
suppress the economic imperialism inherent in a 
communities, and thereby remove the chie incentive 
Such a prescription, even if its argument be accepted is usdess 
for the urgent task of saving humanity from aBother blo^ 
bath during the next few years. For the spee . ij conv 
of the world to socialism is no more ptobable than 
versal adoption of the Sermon on the Mount » 
public life. Leaving such long-term remedies to the fu 
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come back to the League as our best hope. It may be plausibly 
argued that its existence in 1914 might have averted the World 
War To adopt Professor Gilbert Murray’s illuminating 
phrase, it is “ an organ of consultation,” ready for use by day 
or nieht like a fire brigade waiting for the call. That the 
Covenant is capable of amendment its authors themselves 
^rrrvi 1 1 *1 never deny, but we should bear in mind the weighty 
declaration of M. Avenol, the Secretary-General, that it 
contains the minimum obligations of a Society of Nations. 
To override the smaller states would be to kill the League, 
which rests on the conception of equality of rights, not 

equality of power. 

The increasing peril has brought the problem of preventing 
or defeating aggression into the foreground of discussion. 
The French proposal of an armed League was rejected when 
the Covenant was shaped, and was scarcely heard of during 
the years of recovery. To-day, as the skies darken, a League 
Air Force has man y friends. The technical difficulties are 
immense; and while three Great Powers are outside the 
League, the discussion must remain academic. Moreover, 
the scheme is criticized both by those who fear that it might 
be misused and by those who object to the employment of 
force by the League at all. If the project has a future it can only 
be in a world where national armaments have been reduced to 
a police standard. The question of sanctions in other forms 
remains. A more binding obligation on the part of the 
signatories to share in a League war than that already embodied 
in Article 1 6 of the Covenant cannot be expected, and England 
at any rate is unwilling to go beyond her Locarno pledge. 
Regional pacts have in consequence sprung up and seem likely 
to increase, for they meet specific needs by limited commit- 
ments. Development of the collective system must for the 
present run along economic lines. A flagrant breach of the 
peace should be promptly met by a general refusal of munitions 
and by the cessation of trade. That economic sanctions may 
provoke a declaration of war is a possibility; but whatever 
risks there may be in economic pressure must be balanced 
against the rival peril of encouraging aggression by a tacit 
assurance of immunity. Collective security is the only security. 

A policy of isolation in an interdependent world is out of 
date. Alliances are as dangerous as isolation, for it was the 
precarious balancing of group against group that swept us 
into the abyss of 1914. Science has raced ahead while states- 
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manship lags timidly behind. The new wine must be poured 
into new bottles, for the old receptacles are cracked. Power 
must be pooled. The institutional embodiment of the unity 
of civilization is such a startling development that its necessity 
requires to be continually demonstrated and reaffirmed. To 
foster the faith of the peoples in the League by word and act 
is to render a service to mankind. Its object, as we read in the 
Preamble, is “ to promote international co-operation and to 
achieve international peace and security by the acceptance of 
obligations not to resort to war ; by the prescription of open, 
just and honourable relations between nations ; by the firm 
establishment of the understandings of international law as 
the actual rule of conduct among governments and by the 
maintenance of justice and a scrupulous respect for all treaty 
obligations in die dealings of organized peoples with one 
another.” Here is a programme to inspire the enthusiasm of 
old and young as the insufficiency of political and economic 
nationalism is progressively revealed in confusion and despair. 
The sovereign self-sufficing state of Machiavelli, Hobbes, 
Hegel and their disciples will have to go, for in the long run 
it brings misfortune to us all. In striving for the organization 
of the world we are not merely underpinning the edifice of 
civilization but moving towards the good life of which we 
dream and which is only attainable in comradeship and peace. 
“ Interest divides,” said President Wilson ; “ what unites us 
is the common pursuit of right.” - The complete moralization 
of politics is too much to expect in any future that we can 
foresee. But the sense of community is growing. Experience, 
the stem old schoolmaster, is pointing the way towards an 
organized world. The minds and hearts of men are enlisting 
in ever-increasing numbers in the great crusade. 
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H OBBES is the earliest, the most original, and the least 
English of our three great political thinkers. With his 
Wd-shelled rationalism and his scorn of compromise he seems 
wther out of place in the land of the juste milieu, where we 
pride ourselves on our bad logic and our good feeling. By 
die middle of the seventeenth century the modem Englishman 
had emerged. His sturdy independence rejected the doctrine 
of the Divine Right of Kings, but he was quite ready to obey 
the laws framed by a freely elected Parliament. A law-abiding 
individualist, he had as little taste for anarchy as for slavery. 
He was beg innin g to solve the problem of combining order 
with liberty. Hobbes argued that it could not be done. 
Locke, with the experience of the Revolution settlement to 
encourage him, asserted that it could. Burke, with a further 
century of evidence to guide him, confirmed Locke s verdict 
and discovered the secret in the blending of tradition with 
experiment. 

Hobbes possessed an intellect of extraordinary power, 
sharp as a razor but of limited imaginative range. Living in 
an age of civil turmoil he mistook a distressing phenomenon 
for an incurable disease. Loving intellectual liberty as much 
as any of his contemporaries, he felt nevertheless that self- 
government was a prize beyond our grasp. Order was 
heaven’s first law, and no price was too high to obtain it. 
Anarchy was a ferocious animal which could only be kept at 
bay by the lash of an autocrat. His mechanistic mind had no 
vision of organic development. His rules of government 
were simple enough, for they embodied his conception of the 
unchanging imperfections of human nature. Political theories, 
like political systems, reflect the ideology of their authors 
like a face in a mirror. If we entertain a lofty view of the 
average man, of his ultimate sanity, of his capacity to learn 
from his mistakes, we impose on him the minimum of restraint. 
If, on the other hand, we regard him, to use Taine’s unflattering 
simile, as a chained gorilla, we keep him behind steel bars. 
The optimism of Grotius made him the pioneer of international 
law. The pessimism of Hobbes rendered him the father of 
totalitarianism. France of the absolute Monarchy, rather than 
Puritan England, was his spiritual home. He was neither 
Whig nor Tory, neither Conservative nor Liberal. Tradition 
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had no hold over his mind. The most explosive of English 
thinkers had no master and left no school. Men who agreed 
in nothing else united in detestation of his creed. It is part 
of the eternal fascination of the grim old warrior that he stands 
out in defiant isolation, too paradoxical to prevail, yet too 
powerful to ignore. Not a master-builder, perhaps, but a 
Master Mind. 

Hobbes came prematurely into the world in a Wiltshire 
vicarage when the Spanish Armada frightened his mother, 
and he used to say that he was the twin-brother of fear. The 
precocious lad attracted the attention of his schoolmaster, a 
good classic, to whom he presented a translation of the Medea 
into Latin iambics before entering Magdalen Hall in his 
fifteenth year. His father cared nothing for learning, but his 
uncle, a prosperous glover, provided the necessary funds. In 
his brief Latin autobiography he merely records that he 
studied the logic and physics of Aristotle. Aubrey, his 
devoted friend and biographer, adds that in those days he 
cared little for logic, yet thought himself a good disputant. 
Scholasticism was dying and science was in its infancy. He 
never spoke of his university with respect or affection, dis- 
liking both the laxity of the undergraduates and the un- 
appetizing fare of the lecture-room. 

After taking his degree at the age of nineteen he was recom- 
mended by the principal of his college to the eldest son of the 
Earl of Devonshire, who believed, according to Aubrey, that 
he would profit more in his learning if he had a scholar of his 
jgc to wait on him than a grave doctor. Less of a tutor 
than a page, Hobbes went hunting and hawking with his 
young master and kept his privy purse. It was the luckiest 
incident in his life, establishing the delightful relations with 
the Cavendish family which only terminated seventy years 
later with his death, and opening the door to cultivated society, 
an excellent library, and foreign travel. He bought copies o 
the classics which he carried in his pocket. The most memor- 
able intellectual experience of these years was his friendship 
with Bacon. The Lord Chancellor used to walk in his garden 
at Gorhambury, attended by one or other of his gentlemen 
with ink and paper to jot down his thoughts. This tas , 
according to Bacon, was better performed by Hobbes dian^by 
anyone else, for the notes taken by others were o 
intelligible since they themselves had failed to understan . 
The younger man also assisted the elder in translating several 
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r hi . Essavs into Latin. Both were children of the Renais- 

° _e scornful of scholasticism, eager for scientific knowledge, 

^sensl adisciple, and he never used the inductive method. 
n p oam ing over the wide spaces of philosophy and classical 

hterawre, ^ leasure he took in study overcame all 

other appetites. He never 

??uL The chief literary product of these quiet years 
“sa translation of Thucydides, whom he saluted ^as “ the 

that there was much more diligence than deg ancew 1 ^s wodc, 

£ telTus in his autobiography, was utineptm dernocrattcorum 
Atheniensium concivibus sms patefierent. The historian s match 
less pictures of political confusion strengthened his con- 
viction of the necessity of a strong ruler. Next to Thucydides 
among the Greeks he owed most to Aristotle, not to the 
ToliA which he disliked, but to the Rhetoric, of wluch he 

has show/in parallel columns, are ^produced almost verbally 
in his writings. Later in life he described Plato as the best of 
the ancient philosophers, but no one was ever less of a Platorust. 
A similar attempt to prove borrowings from the Stoics has 
been made by Dilthey in a memorable essay. But in no case 
was the debt very large. He always stood on his own legs. 

The Grand Tour was an essential part of the education of 
young noblemen, and Hobbes profited by the custom. He 
accompanied his master to France, Germany, an ta y in 
?6ro, toe year of the murder of Henri IV, and he made two 
longer journeys with young noblemen in 1629 and 1634 7. 
He studied the France of Richelieu at close quarters, and in 
Paris formed enduring friendships with Mersenne, the henc 
man of Descartes, Gassendi, the antagonist of the great 
philosopher, and other scholars. In Italy he visited Rome 
and Florence, where, like Milton, he made the acquaintance 
of Galileo of whom he spoke ever after with enthusiasm. 
He discovered Euclid at the age of forty, and his interest in 
geometry and the natural sciences was stimulated by these 
contacts. On returning home in 1637 he was ready to start 
on his ambitious scheme to unify the whole field of knowledge 
in a demonstrable system of philosophy. He possessed 
boundless self-confidence, and he believed things to be much 
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simpler than they are. He strove to interpret every aspect of 
the world by direct observation. Philosophy was only another 
name for the truths and lessons of science. He found the key 
in the fact of motion. His friend Harvey discovered the 
motion of blood, Galileo the motion of die stars. Thought 
was motion in the brain. The material world was the only 
world. The task of the philosopher was to explain the 
universe in mechanical terms. Never was there a system of 
more undiluted materialism. Even God is a corporeal spirit. 
The world consisted of natural and political bodies. He 
resolved to set forth his teaching in three treatises, De Carport, 
De Homine, De Cm, man forming the connecting link between 
nature and society. Leslie Stephen salutes him as a Herbert 
Spencer of the seventeenth century. 

That the encyclopaedic project was not carried out in the 
intended sequence was due to the constitutional crisis which 
he found on his return from abroad in 1637. The most urgent 
task was to express his thoughts on man and society, leaving 
the study of natu re for quieter timed. He associated with the 
group of lawyers, poets, and divines who gathered round 
Falkland at Great Tew, near Oxford, and who live for ever 


in the portrait gallery of Clarendon. At the ripe age of fifty- 
two he made his first contribution to the political debate. 
The little work entitled The Elements of Law Natural and Politic, 
though not written for publication, circulated freely in manu- 
script before it was printed in 1650, and was a good deal dis- 
cussed. The Dedication to his friend the Earl of Newcastle, 
a Cavendish and a Privy Councillor, dated May 1640, boldly 
declares the book to be the true and Only foundation of the 
science of politics. “ It would be an incomparable benefit to 
Commonwealth that every one held the opinion concerning 
law and policy here declared.” Previous writers from an- 
tiquity downwards, he adds with a contemptuous sweep of 
his hand, had not understood the subject. It reminds us of 
Melbourne’s saying that he wished he was as sure of anything 

as Macaulay was of everything. 

The book consists of two parts. Human Nature , or the 

Fundamental Elements of Policy was written as an production 

to the longer and more important treatise on e • 

Beginning with a brief survey of our faculties of body and 

on “ Good and Evil.” Man is not wicked, but he is instinc 
tively selfish, acting solely for his own good. 
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“ Every man calleth that which pleaseth and is delightful to 
himself good and that evil which displeaseth him. Nor is 
there any such thing as absolute goodness, considered without 
relation • for even the goodness which we apprehend in 
God Almighty is his goodness to us.” Most things, he admits, 
are a mixture of good and evil.“ When the greater part is good, 
the whole is called good, and when the evil overweighteth, 
ihe whole is called evil.” This crude utilitarianism is vital to 
the larger purpose of discovering the basis for laws and insti- 
tutions. God exists, but we can have no conception of the 
Deity. Since everything is produced by something which 
went before, we go back and back “ till we come to the 
eternal, that is to say the first power of all powers and first 
cause of all causes ; and this it is which all men conceive by 
the name of God, implying eternity, incomprehensibility and 
omnipotence. And thus all that wiU consider may know that 
God is, though not what he is. Even a man that is botn 
blind, though it be not possible for him to have any imagina- 
tion what kind of thing fire is, yet he cannot but know that 
somewhat there is that men call fire, because it warmeth him. 
All attributes ascribed to the Deity are merely expressions of 
our incapacity or our reverence. For instance when we say 
that he is a spirit, we merely desire to abstract from him all 
corporeal grossness. Hobbes’s God is a purely intellectual 
conception, indispensable to the understanding of the universe 
but playing no part in the supreme problem of creating and 
mai ntaining community life. Bacon compared certain philo- 
sophers to the stars, which give little light because they are 
so high. That is exactly how Hobbes thought of God. 

The second part, De Corpore Politico, opens with a depressing 
picture of primitive conditions. “ Every man by nature hath 
right to all things, that is to. do whatsoever he listeth to whom 
he listeth, to possess, use, and enjby all things he will and can. 
Natura dedit omnia omnibus.” But this is nothing but a state of 
war, for even the weaker in strength or wit can kill his fellow. 
Since every individual instinctively seeks his own safety, 
reason, which is no less an ingredient of man than passion, 
points the way out. The first step is for everyone to divest 
himself of his natural right to all things. The second is to 
transfer his right by covenant. The third is to secure general 
consent to a similar surrender, since the mutual aid of two or 
three is of little avail. The fourth is the erection of some 
common or sovereign power for their common peace, defence, 
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and benefit. There is no sentiment about the process. What 

induces a man to become subject to another is fear and nothing 
else. ® 

Political society, or as we say a commonwealth, begins 
when it is thus agreed that a majority, or a few, or one shall 
represent the will of all. Government, whatever its nature 
must have the power of coercion, since where there is no 
coercion there is no fear of consequences. Thus in every 
state there is an absolute and indivisible sovereign who can 
neither be punished nor resisted. He cannot give away any 
part of his sovereignty, even if he wishes. Mixed govern- 
ment, the supremacy of the legislature, judiciary and executive, 
each in its allotted sphere, is impracticable. The sovereign 
claims obedience till his death or defeat. Though monarchy 
is not the only possible form of government, it is the least 
subject to passion or dissolution by civil war. To avoid un- 
certainty in the succession the sovereign may name his suc- 
cessor. He must also decide controversies in religion, con- 
trolling, not indeed the consciences of men, but their words 
and actions ; for he is the immediate ruler of the Church under 
Christ, and all other authorities are subordinate to him. Before 
Hobbes the doctrine of contract had been the charter of liberty, 
even of rebellion. If the ruler broke the bond, he must be 
resisted. This conception was now turned upside down. 
The contract was a surrender as well as a guarantee. In a 
chapter on the “ Causes of Rebellion ” he' denies that in 
certain cases the sovereignty may be resisted. If any excep- 
tions are made to the rule of obedience, the door is opened 
to confusion and peril. Sedition is the death of the common- 
wealth. 

Though there was no reference to the political issues of the 
day it is not surprising that the little treatise impressed its 
readers, for its doctrines challenged both the parties which 
were girding themselves for battle. The gospel of indivisible 
sovereignty, and of law as the command of the sovereign, 
had been proclaimed by Bodin as the way of salvation during 
the ferocious wars of religion in France ; but the idea was 
unfamiliar in England. From the champions of Divine Right 
Hobbes was separated by his cold-blooded rationalism, his 
derivation of monarchy from the will of the people, his 
refusal to concern himself with the legal title of the sovereign. 
He agrees with James I in The True Law of Free Monarchies 
that the ruler is required by God to rule wisely and well, an 
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that his punishment, if he deserves to be punished, is the 
Sr of God, not of man. But while the Stuart kmgs claimed 
imounity for lawful rulers alone, he demands it for all alike. 
The distinction between dejure and de facto is brushed aside as 
irrelevant The sovereign’s task is to prevent men from 
ldlUng and robbing each other. That essential duty could be 
as efficiently discharged by a vigorous usurper as by the 
anointed heir of kings. From the Parliamentary ieaders he 
was sundered by his contempt for precedents, fundam^ 
laws and Umited monarchy. Though both King and Parlia- 
ment thus saw their most cherished convictions assailed, the 
latter was the more deeply outraged. For the message of the 
book was that Charles I, as the actual possessor of power, 
had the right to do what he Uked, including the levying of 
taxes for national needs. Bishop Manwanng had been sent 
to the Tower for exalting the prerogative, and when his case 
was discussed Hobbes thought it time to cross the Channel. 

The first task on reaching Paris was briefly to formulate his 
objections to the new philosophy of Descartes which divided 
the world of thought into two camps ; but his mind was 
mainly centred on the pUght of his country. From his safe 
anchorage he followed the crisis with anxious interest, and 
occupied himself with the composition of the De Che, which 
appeared in a very Umited edition in Latin at Paris in 1642. 
An EngHsh translation was pubhshed in 1651 with supple- 
mentary notes as ’Philosophical Pediments concerning Government 
and Society. The Dedicatory Epistle to his friend and patron 
the Earl of Devonshire, son of his first pupil, explains that he 
has been careful not to meddle with the civil laws of any 
particular nation. Yet the elaborate Preface admits that the 
book was written with English problems in view, owing to 
the fact that England was “ boiling hot with questions con- 
cerning the rights of dominion and the obedience due from 
subjects, the true forerunners of an approaching war. 

The Preface stresses the paramount importance of sound 
teaching. “ How many kings, and those good men too, hath 
this one error that a tyrant king might lawfully be put to 
death, been the slaughter of 1 How many throats hath this 
false position cut, that a prince for some causes may by some 
certain men be deposed 1 And what bloodshed hath not this 
erroneous doctrine caused, that kings are not superior to but 
administrators for the multitude 1 Lastly, how many rebellions 

hath this nninirm hppn thp cause of. which teacheth that the 
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knowledge whether the commands of man be just or unjust 
belongs to private men ; and that before they yield obedience 
they not only may but ought to dispute them ! ” Hobbes 
looks back with wistful admiration to the times before such 
questions were raised, when man reverenced the supreme 
power ; when they little used, as in the present time, to join 
themselves with ambitious and hellish spirits, to the utter ruin 
of the state. “ For they could not entertain so strange a fancy 
as not to desire the preservation of that by which they were 
preserved.” To dispel these dangerous illusions and show 
the highway to peace was the most profitable of occupations. 
He proceeds to restate his familiar gospel in a few lapi dar y 
sentences. The state of nature, without civil society, is a war 
of all against all, in which all men have equal right to equal 
things. Homo homini lupus. To escape from this misery is a 
natural instinct. It can only be achieved by the surrender of 
this unprofitable right to some supreme power, preferably a 
monarchy, though all governments deserve obedience. No 
names are mentioned, but he exhorts his readers no longer to 
suffer ambitious men to wade through blood to power, but to 
content themselves with their present state, even though it 
may not be the best. For in establishing civil society they 
sacrifice far less than they secure, he mieux est Vermtmi du bien. 

The volume is divided into three parts, entitled “ Liberty,” 
“ Dominion,” “ Religion.” The whole argument closely fol- 
lows the outlines of 1 640, but is more elaborate. It begins by 
challenging the Aristotelian axiom that man is a political 
animal. On the contrary, men in a state of nature have a 
desire to hurt, chiefly because many covet the same thing at 
the same time. The strongest gets it by the sword, but he 
cannot keep it, for his life is always in danger. Equally 
anyone could say this is mine, but he could not enjoy it, since 
his neighbour would pretend it was his. This useless right to 
all things must be abandoned for the sake of peace and self- 
defence, the craving for which is the first and fundamental 
law of nature. Death by violence is the supreme evil which 
all men shun. But contracts are worthless unless they are 
kept, and the keeping of trust is the second of nature’s funda- 
mental laws. These and many other natural laws, or virtues of 
the mind, which Hobbes sets forth in detail, are munutable 
and eternal. “ What they forbid can never be lawful ; what 
they command can never be unlawful.” Yet the moral law is 

only binding in the court of conscience. 
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Part II entitled “ Dominion,” starts from the assumption 
that these laws of nature do not and cannot suffice to keep toe 
Deace. There is only one remedy, the submission of the wills 
of all to that of one man or one council, each individual con- 
tracting with all the others not to resist the will. Sovereignly 
is the right to everything, jus ad omnia. The sovereign is 
absolute, and his acts are not subject to punishment, even if 
he sins against the laws of nature, that is against God. No 
one it is true, need obey a command to kill himself or a member 
of lis family or perform certain other things which we would 
rather die than do. Yet such disobedience would not aftect 
the sovereign power, since his right to slay those who reffise 
obedience remains intact. For if his discretion were limited 
that limitation must necessarily proceed from some greater 
power. Mixed or limited government would not increase the 
liberty of the subject, for the inevitable disagreement wou d 

involve the return to civil strife. 

Hobbes admits that there are disadvantages in creating an 

absolute sovereign, and expresses his wish that not only kings 
but all other persons endowed with supreme authority should 
observe natural and divine laws. If, however, he does not, 
and if in his wrath and sensuality he slaughters his innocent 
subjects there is no remedy ; for to oppose the sovereign is to 
relapse into anarchy. In a constituted state we all enjoy our 
limited right. “ Out of it any man may rightly spoil or kill 
another ; in it, none but one. Out of it, we are protected by 
our own forces j in it, by the power of all. Out of it, no man 
is sure of the fruit of his labours ; in it, all men are. Lastly, 
out of it, there is a dominion of passions, war, fear, poverty, 
slovenliness, solitude, barbarism, ignorance, cruelty ; in it, 
the dominion of reason, peace, security, riches, decency, society, 
elegancy, sciences and benevolence.” 

Though the ruler is bound neither by law nor contract, he has 
his duties which are all contained in the maxim Solus Poputi 


supremo Lex. Though not subject to the will of other men, it is 
his duty in all things, as far as possible, to yield obedience to 
right reason which is the natural, moral, and divine law. By 
safety is meant not merely the preservation of life but happiness, 
since government was instituted in order that men should 
live delightfully, so far as human conditions allow. He would 
sin against his trust if he did not strive by good laws to give 
his subjects the good things of life, to make them strong in 
body and mind, to secure their defence against foreign enemies. 
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In a word he is morally bound to play the game. For the 
preservation of internal peace the rooting out of errors and the 
teaching of sound political doctrine in the universities is essen- 
tial. Public burdens should be fairly distributed. Rewards and 
punishments are useful instruments of pacification, the obed- 
ient subject being exalted and the factious held in contempt. 
The wise ruler will never try to cover every case by law, and 
the subject may do whatever is not forbidden. The object of 
laws is merely to direct men’s actions, just as nature ordains 
the banks not to stay but to guide the course of the 
stream. 

The third and most novel part of the book, entitled “ Reli- 
gion,” discusses the attitude of the Christian to the state with 
the aid of a multitude of texts. Here, too, there is no escape 
from the iron rule of obedience. Religious strife adds to 
political strife and must therefore cease. For spiritual matters 
are also the province of the state, which gives pastors their 
authority. Thus in a Christian commonwealth obedience is 
due to the sovereign in all things, as well spiritual and temporal. 
But what if the ruler is not a Christian ? Must we resist when 
we cannot obey ? “ Truly no, for this is contrary to our civil 
covenant. What must we do then ? Go to Christ by martyr- 
dom, which, if it seems to any man to be a hard saying, most 
rprtain is it that he believes not with his -whole heart that 
Jesus is the Christ, the son of the living God ; for he would 
then desire to be dissolved and to be with Christ.” Since the 
author had as little passion for martyrdom as any man who 
ever lived, this summons to a heroic death suggests that he is 

talking with his tongue in his cheek. 

Hobbes was inordinately proud of his book. As Galileo 
was the founder of natural science, so, he declared, was he the 
founder of the science of politics, his doctrine appearing to 
him as demonstrable as a proposition of Euclid.. The claim 
is grotesque, but his originality is beyond question. Bodin, 
his only real predecessor, was a lawyer, not a psychologist, and 
it was the essence of Hobbes’s system that he grounded auto- 
cracy on his interpretation of human nature. His debt to 
Machiavelli is even slighter. Agreeing in their unflattering 
realism, they disagreed in almost evetythmg else. The 
Englishman started from psychology, the Italian from his ory 
and personal experience. Machiavelli’s Prince was subject ® 
no moral law, but there is no doctrinal totalitarianism _ _ 

pages. He wrote primarily for rulers, Hobbes pumanly fo 
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subjects. The Prince is a manual of statecraft, De Cive a gram- 
mar of obedience. , , , 

The eleven years in Paris were a happy time. Hobbes had 

plenty of friends, old and new. After expounding his political 
doctrine he returned for a time to science and philosophy. 
He took a course in chemistry and studied anatomy with Sir 
William Petty. Descartes was at the height of his fame ; but 
the greatest French and English thinkers of their time disliked 
each other’s views, and it is not quite certain whether they 
ever met. Descartes believed that Hobbes had stolen his ideas 
on optics. Social life was enriched when Royalist refugees 
began to stream across the Channel. Newcastle, the defeated 
commander at Marston Moor, dabbled in literature, and Bishop 
Bramhall was an expert metaphysician. More important was 
the arrival of the Prince of Wales, who joined his mother at 
St. Germain in 1646 ; for Hobbes was appointed his instructor 
in mathematics through Newcastle’s influence. Having a bad 
name in Royalist circles, he was admonished to keep to his 
subject and not meddle with politics. His orthodoxy was 
also suspected, and the French clergy disliked his outspoken 
anti-Papalism. When he was dangerously ill in 1647, as he 
records in his autobiography, his beloved Mersenne came to 
see biirtj fearing that he might die outside the Church. The 
visitor was gendy silenced by turning the conversation. When 
did you last see Gassendi ? inquired the invalid, and his visitor 
took the hint. A few days later, however, when Cosin, after- 
wards Bishop of Durham, came and offered to pray with him, 
the sick man gladly consented and received the sacrament. 
In 1640 he had feared the zealots of the Short Parliament. 
Ten years later, to use his own words, he could not trust his 
safety with the French clergy. He may even have feared 
assassination. 

After the execution of the King Hobbes resolved to offer 
guidance to his afflicted country. In 1650 he allowed the 
Elements of Lam to be printed, and in 16 ji he permitted an 
English translation of De Cive . Moreover, the Leviathan, on 
which he had laboured since the collapse of the Royalist cause, 
was finished at last. In his attack on that book written many 
years later Clarendon declared that he had conversed with 
Hobbes in Paris on the eve of its appearance, and had asked 
him how he could publish such doctrines. The philosopher 
replied, more in jest than in earnest : “ The truth is I have a 
mind to go home.” Even if the conversation is correctly 
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reported it can only have been a jest, for the new treatise 
merely developed die teaching of the previous books. In 
like manner the charge brought against him after the Restora- 
tion that it was “ writ in defence of Oliver’s title ” is refuted 
by dates. While the finishing touches were being put to the 
volume, England was governed by the Long Parliament 
The real cause of his-departure was not so much his politics 
as his anti-clericalism. “All honest men here,” wrote the 
King’s secretary, Sir Edward Nicholas, “ are very glad that 
the King hath at length banished from his Court that father 
of atheists, Mr. Hobbes.” He was no more an atheist than 
his critic, but he bowed to the storm. After presenting die 
King with an advance copy of Leviathan , now in the British 
Museum, he left France in 1651, made his submission to the 
Council of State, and never left England again. 

Leviathan or The Matter , Form and Power of a Commonwealth 
Ecclesiastical and Civil is not only the most powerful defence of 
absolutism ever written but one of the great books of the 
world. The frontispiece strikes the keynote of die work. 
A eieantic crowned figure, with a sword in the right hand 
L a hosier in the left, rises behind a hill at the bottom of 
which lies a stately city. Above the head of the sovereign 
are the resounding words. Non est potestas super terram quae 
comparetur ei. The Dedication explains that the Great Levia- 
than is the state, “ which is but an artificial man, though of 
greater stature and strength than the natural, for whose 

protection and defence it was intended. ,, 

The first of the four parts, entitled Of Man, passes m 

review his faculties and capacities, his beliefs and superstitions, 

his virtues and defects. Men are by nature so nearly equal in 

mind and body that, while they all long for power, n on e can 

claim any benefit to which another may not pretend. 

this equality proceeds rivalry, and rivalry ? ene ^ s JJf" f ^ 

war to the military sense but an unceaslt* .f^No nto 
against all. The state of nature was intolerable. Nop 
/•® • i 1 fmit thereof is uncertain, no arts, no 


not 


toft; andthe m of man »Umy, 

• nasty, brudsh, shot,.- W*- 


condition of chronic war was 


America for instance 


Nature placed man 


means of escape 


The 
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anarchy arose were no sin, nor were the actions to which they 
led a crime. The objection was purely practical : the state of 
nature was to no one’s interest, for the weakest was strong 
enough to kill the strongest. The solution could only be 
found by every individual surrendering his right to do what 
he liked, and contenting himself with so much liberty as he 
would allow others against himself. If others declined 
to abandon their right there is no reason for him to part 
with his own. His right, therefore, should not be blindly 
thrown away but deliberately transferred. Competing per- 
sonal rights had to give place to impersonal law. Yet no 
IZf could be made till it was agreed who should make 

At this point we pass to Part II, entitled “ Of Common- 
wealth,” which forms the kernel of the book and enshrines 
Hobbes’s legacy to the world. Men love not only their own 
liberty but dominion over others, and in both directions they 
need to be restrained. Only thus can they escape from that 
miserable condition of war arising from their natural passions, 
when there is no visible power to tie them by fear of punish- 
ment to the performance of their covenants. “ For the laws 
of nature, as justice, equity, modesty, mercy, and in sum doing 
to others as we would be done to, of themselves, without the 
terror of some power to cause them to be observed, are con- 
trary to our natural passions, that carry us to partiality, pride, 
revenge and the like. And covenants without the sword are 
but words.” The only salvation is to confer all their power 
upon one man or one assembly, and to submit their wills to 
his judgment. “ It is as if every man should say to every other 
man : I authorize and give up my right of governing myself 
to this man, or this assembly of men, on this condition, that 
thou give up thy right to him and authorize all his actions in 
like manner.” When the multitude is thus united in one 
person we have a commonwealth. “ This is the origin of 
that Great Leviathan, that mortal god, to which we owe, under 
the immortal God, our peace and defence. Clad in this 
authority given him by every man in the community, he 
possesses such strength that, by fear thereof, he can perform 
the wills of them all to peace at home and defence against 
enemies abroad.” This exalted person is called the sovereign 
and everyone else is his subject. A minority is as much bound 
to obedience as the majority which voted die choice. For he 
who declines forfeits his right to protection, is left in the condi- 
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tion from which his fellows have escaped, and may be lci1l»d 
by any man without injustice. 

Having decided on their ruler his subjects become respon- 
sible for all his actions. If it is a monarch they cannot without 
his leave cast off monarchy. Moreover, though they are 
irrevocably bound to him, he is in no way bound to them. 
There can be no breach of covenant by the sovereign, for no 
conditions were made when he received his power. No con- 
ditions could have been made, for covenants are but words 
unless there is power to enforce them ; and such power does 
not exist till a sovereign is set up. To complain of the use 
which he makes of his power is illogical, for by the institution 
of a commonwealth every man is author of all his acts. “ He 
that complaineth of injury from his sovereign complaineth of 
that whereof he himself is the author, and therefore ought 
not to accuse any man but himself.” The sovereign may 
commit ini quity but not injustice, and he is not subject to 
punishment. He alone is judge of what is necessary for the 
peace and defence of his subjects, and it is to his interest to 
treat them properly. It is also his task to decide what opinions 
and doctrines are dangerous to peace and to examine all books 
before publication ; for actions proceed from ideas. He must 
also lay down the rules of property, decide all disputes, 
reward and punish, choose all counsellors and magistrates, 
and control the army. He is not subject to the laws which he 
makes. The task with which he was entrusted is to procure 
the safety of the people. He is obliged to carry it out by the 
law of nature, and to render an account to God, the author of 
that law ; but only to him. A kingdom divided against itseli 
cannot stand, as was proved by the civil war. He express y 
declares that the book was occasioned by the disorders ot the 
time. He cares little whether the government is a monarchy, 
an aristocracy, or a democracy, for the rules are always the 
same. Some man or some assembly must possess undisputed 


P °After thus concentrating power in a single hand and calmly 
proclaiming that might is right, Hobbes pauses to answer die 
most obvious criticism. “A man may here objert Aat the 
condition of subjects is very miserable, as beln g ^ 0 “ 
the lusts and other irregular passions o ^ ^ 

so unlimited a power in their hands. He ^ 

greatest evils of government are trifles C °“P. • bl m 

horrible calamities of civil war or of the anarchy inevitable in 
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die absence of coercive power. The condition of man in this 
life he reminds us, will never be without inconveniences. 
Bad rulers are preferable to anarchy, and bad laws are better 
than none. In his longing for a quiet life and his hatred of 
revolution Hobbes stands for peace at any price. There are, 
moreover, three alleviations of the subject s lot. In the first 
olace he is at liberty to do whatever is not forbidden by the 
sovereign. Secondly, he may think as he likes so long as he 
outwardly conforms. Thirdly, the obligation to the sovereign 
only lasts as long as the power of the latter to protect him, 
since the sole object of obedience is protection. Sovereignty 
is the soul of the commonwealth, and those who make it 
intend it to be immortal. Yet it may be ended by abdication 
or murder, by foreign war or domestic discord. “ Through 
the ignorance and passions of men it hath in it many seeds of a 

natural mortality Nothing can be immortal which mortals 

make/’ He had lived long enough to see many rulers and 

systems come and go. 

Part IQ of the massive volume of seven hundred pages is 
entitled “ Of a Christian Commonwealth,” Part IV “ Of the 
Kingdom of Darkness.” Together they form half the book, 
and the amplitude of treatment reflects- the author’s ever- 
increasing detestation of sacerdotalism. Though he professed 
to be an orthodox Christian, he was entirely destitute of reli- 
gious sentiment. Several modern writers indeed believe that 
he was merely a conforming sceptic. Religion, he declares in 
his lapidary way, is not philosophy but law . It has a lowly origin, 

for it is the child offear— the fear of invisible things and invisible 

powers, of darkness and ghosts. The superstitions of the timid 
are cunningly exploited by the priests for the maintenance and 
increase of their power. Thus arise clerical claims which 
compete with the prestige and challenge the authority of the 
state. Such claims fill the greatest of Erastians with anger 
and contempt. He will suffer no rival near the throne. The 
sovereign must defend himself and his subjects lest a struggle 
arise in every man’s breast between the Christian and the 

citizen. No man can serve two masters. 

Biblical texts in abundance are employed to buttress the 
arguments from reason and experience. Some of them Hobbes 
interprets in his own way, for they are the outworks of the 
enemy from which they impugn the civil power. He rebuts 
Ballarmine’s claims on behalf of the Papacy, and confines 
ecclesiastical authority within the narrowest limits. The 
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Kingdom of Christ, he reminds us, is not of this world, and 
therefore his ministers, unless they be kings, cannot require 
obedience in his name. Their task is to proclaim the Kingdom 
of Christ, to teach what we must do in order to be received 
into the Kingdom of God when it comes. All other claims 
must be firmly resisted, above all those of the Bishop of Rome 
and his kin gdom of darkness. “ If a man consider the original 
of this great ecclesiastical dominion, he will easily perceive 
that the Papacy is no other than the ghost of the deceased 
Roman Empire, sitting crowned upon the grave thereof. For 
so did the Papacy start up on a sudden out of the ruins of that 
heathen power.” His spiritual power, outside the bounds of 
his own papal state, was based on deluded people’s fear of 
excommunication, on false miracles, false tradition, and false 
interpretations of scripture. Henry VDI and Elizabeth cast 
it out, but the danger was not entirely removed. “Who 
knows* that this spirit of Rome may not return, or rather an 
assembly of spirits, worse than he, enter and inhabit this 
clean-swept house and make the end thereof worse than the 
beginning ? For it is not the Roman clergy only that pretends 
the Kingdom of God to be of this world, and thereby to have 
a power therein, distinct from that of the civil state.” The 
closing page of the book claims that it .contains nothing 
contrary to the word of God, to good manners, or to the public 
tranquillity. On the contrary it should be taught in die 
Universities, the fountains of civil and moral doctrine. For 
when men know their duties, they are less inclined to raise 


their hands against the state. 

Leviathan provoked a tempest of fiiry in royalist and Anglican 
circles. They were particularly incensed by his doctrine that 
theology was a department of politics, and by his -open con- 
tempt for legitimism. “ Those natural seeds of religion wkch 
God hath printed in the heart of man, declared B p 
Bramhall, “are more efficacious towards preservation o a 

2 n societies are like soap-bubbles ” The most substantial 

reply came twenty years later from the founder of 7 

was dedicated to Charles u. 
anvthine’ of more importance to Your Majesty s se c 

recognized. “A man of excellent parts, of great w , 
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reading and somewhat more thinking, Hobbes is one of the 
most ancient acquaintances I have in the world and of whom 
I have always a great esteem as one who, besides his eminent 
pans of learning and knowledge hath been always looked 
ipon as a man of probity and a life free from scandal. To 
his teaching, however, Clarendon shows no mercy. Liberty, 
religion and justice were only empty words. Moreover, his 
theory of the contract did not even close the door to rebellion. 
If there were a revolt the ruler could not complain, for his 
subjects broke no promise to him. The historian of the 
fireat Rebellion angrily denies that a usurper once possessed 
of Se sceptre should be implicitly obeyed. If a subject might 
and must submit to a new ruler as soon as the old one was 
unable to protect him, loyalty was torn up by the roots. He 
concludes with a wish that it should be burned. “ I never 
read any book which contained so much sedition, treason and 


^The modern critic, standing above the fierce battles of the 
seventeenth century, would begin by challenging the historical 
and psychological foundations on which the system rests. 
The necessity for unfettered sovereignty is stated to lie in the 
unruly passions of sinful men as revealed in primitive society. 
But Hobbes- knew nothing of the life of primitive com- 
munities, which has only been scientifically explored in our 
own to. His terrifying picture of a perpetual war of all 
against all is a mere nightmare. No community could live 
for a day in the condition he describes. For him there is no 
middle term between anarchy and despotism. He is unaware 
that custom preceded law, and that the sanction of the one is 
as potent as that of the other. He rightly rejects sentimental 
rhapsodies on the noble savage and die golden age ; but he 
was unaware that the elements of social life are never absent 


among human beings, and that savages possess standards of 
morality without any political organization. The unit of 
primitive society is not, as he supposed, the individual, 
haunted by perpetual fear of his life, but the family or some 
other recognized group ; and life is more fettered by tradition 
than that of England under die Stuart kings. A more complex 
organization was evolved, not because the conditions were 
intolerable, but owing to the emergence of new needs and 
aptitudes, stimulated by peaceful or hostile intercourse with 
neighbouring communities. For Hobbes man, though gre- 
garious, is neither a moral nor a political animal. In focusing 
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attention on self-preservation he overlooks the compl ement a r y 
and almost equally powerful instinct of mutual aid. 

With the fading of his dream of primitive society the case 
for the crushing yoke of Leviathan falls to the ground. But 
even assuming the necessity of escaping from an unbearable 
situation, he fails to prove that the only course was the un- 
conditional surrender of natural rights. In his famous treatise 
De Rege the Spanish Jesuit Mariana, who anticipated him in 
his description of the state of nature and traced civil society 
to the failings of mankind, declared that the community 
reserved more power than it ceded. Hooker again, who 
maintained that the compact was between the members of a 


group, not between ruler and subjects, declined to draw the 
inference that they had beggared themselves. Althusius wrote 
his celebrated Politico, mthodice Digesta to prove, not only that 
sovereignty belongs wholly to the people, but that they could 
not renounce their sovereign rights even if they wished. 
Hobbes’s argument that no collective action was possible is 
destroyed by his own version of events. The resolve to 
escape from a state of nature was a collective volition, and the 
transference of rights to the sovereign was a collective action. 
The contention that man, even primitive man, surrendered 
his rightf without a shadow of covenanted security is an affront 
to common sense. If men were intelligent enough to contract 
out of their rights towards one another, why could they not 
give general directions to the ruler of their choice ? Hobbes 
would have agreed with the saying of Selden, “A King is ^a 
thing men have made for their own sakes, for quietness’ sake 
but the great Whig j urist drew the sensible conclusion that he 
must be the servant, not the despot, of his people. In this 
form the doctrine of the original contract, though a legal 
fiction, found favour for many centuries, precisely because it 
proclaimed the inalienable sovereignty of the people and 
government by consent. As subjects owed a reasonable 
obedience to the ruler, so the ruler owed a reasonably good 
government to his subjects, who retained the. right to see that 
he carried out his task. In Gierke’s bold phrase, Hobbes 
stifled the social contract at its birth. No unconditional and 
irrevocable surrender of natural rights could occur, for men 
would not be such fools. Certain useless rights were sur- 
rendered in order to guarantee the rest. Moreover, how co 

one generation bind its successors for ever . 
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with it the right to test his actions by the measure in which 
2? secured that object. If dissatisfaction reaches a certain 
pitch it is bound to find expression. There are some things 

which men cannot and will not bear. 

Clarendon speaks contemptuously of Hobbes s notorious 
ignorance of the law and constitution of Engfend, and mdeed 
the soirit is rather that of a continental than a British publicist. 

It is characteristic that he has no use either for what we call 
fundamental laws, with their peculiarly sacred character, or 
for Common Law, one of the pillars of the temple of liberty. 
He would have welcomed the Philosophic Despots or the 
eighteenth century such as Frederick the Great His mind was 
as unhistorical as that of Bentham and the rationalists of I 7°9* 
Nearly all his historical illustrations are drawn from the 
classics and the Old Testament, in other words from con- 
ditions which had long passed away. His contention that 
there is and must be an absolute sovereign in every state is 
historically incorrect. There was no sovereignty in his sense 
in the Middle Ages, when power was divided between Church 
and State, between King and his feudatories. There was no 
effective sovereignty in the Holy Roman Empire. Mixed 
government has often produced disappointing results, but to 
pretend that it always involves anarchy is nonsense. 

Apart from his historical delusions and psychological para- 
doxes, the weakest part of the system is that it allows the State 
no positive function. As the offspring of fear, its sole duty, 
apart from defence against foreign enemies, is the maintenance 
of order. Leviathan is simply a policeman of superhuman 
size with a truncheon in liis hand. Though Hobbes was an 
ardent admirer of Thucydides, he had no eye for the Periclean 
ideal of the city or the state as a work of art ; no inkling of 
Burke’s noble /conception of an association in all science, in 
all art, in all perfection ; no anticipation of our twentieth- 
century axiom that every citizen should have his or her share 
of opportunity and responsibility. His state is a necessary 
evil, an organ of coercion, not an indispensable instrument 
for the attainment of a free and progressive civilization. It is 
the continental ideal of absolutism which lingered on till the 
French Revolution and in some countries even longer, not 
freedom slowly broadening down from precedent to precedent 
and conscience emancipating itself from external authority. 

Though the system as a whole is little to our English taste, 
there are a few co nne ctin g links with the democracies of the 
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modem world. In the first place Hobbes assumes, as a matter 
of course, that the people are the sole source of power. 
Secondly, he cares nothing for feudal rights or class privileges, 
and regards all subjects as equal in the eye of the sovereign] 
or, as we should now say, in the eye of the law. Thirdly, and 
still more important, his doctrine of unfettered sovereignty, 
which seemed so extravagant even to seventeenth-century 
Englishmen, is adaptable to different circumstances. Though 
he prefers monarchy for its simplicity, he repeatedly declares 
that the sovereign may equally well be a small group or an 
assembly. His mission was to combat the division of power. 
With whom it rested was of minor significance : what mattered 
was that it should be in vigorous hands. Thus a doctrine 
which sounded preposterous when applied to Charles I or 
Cromwell wears a different aspect when predicated of a truly 
representative assembly. The division of power between the 
Stuart kings and their Parliaments, with a good deal of 
tradition behind their respective claims, was undoubtedly a 
source of danger, and the only means of overcoming it was 
to settle which should give way. The Revolution of 1688 
having finall y decided against the King, the House of Commons 
gradually came to be regarded as the main expression of the 
national will. This adaptability distinguishes his position 
from his royalist contemporaries, like Filmer, and preserves a 
portion of his influence. Yet he would be disappointed if he 
revisited England to-day. For he King has ceased to rule, 
he Cabinet is subordinate to the House of Commons, and he 
latter obeys he will of a changing electorate. That he ulti- 
mate power should rest with he ill-educated masses who form 
he majority of voters would not be at all to his taste. More- 
over, our system of checks and balances, visible and invisible, 
including an independent judiciary and an uncensored press, 

sins against he rigorous logic of his creed. 

When Hobbes made his peace with he Commonwealth he 
acted in accordance with his own teaching. Directly the 
sovereign ceased to be able to protect his subjects, his claim 
to th ei r allegiance was gone. Though leviathan was not 
written in he interests of he Commonwealth, and mere y 
embroidered he mesrage of his earlier books, its counsels of 
submission to a de facto government were highly opportune. 
He preferred Cromwell to he Rump; in 1656 he caime 
credit for turning the minds of a thousand gentlemen to a 
conscientious obedience to he government which otherwise 
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would have wavered. Yet he kept cautiously aloof - from 
oolitics and politicians, as he was to explain after the Restora 
tion “ Do you know that ever he sought any benefit either 
from Oliver or from any of his party, or was any way familiar 
with any of his ministers before or after his return, or curried 
fevour with any of them ? Do you ever hear that he took 
anything done to him by His Majesty m evil part or spoke of 
him otherwise than the best of his servants would do ? He 
admitted that he lost the favour of the young King for a brief 
neriod owing to misrepresentations ; but they were soon 
removed, and Charles D confessed that Hobbes never meant 
him any hurt. In arguing for obedience to the governments 
during the interregnum, he explains that he had in mind 
merely the royalists who desired to save their lives and property, 
not the rebels against Charles I. He was glad to be home arid 
to re-enter the Cavendish household. He spent most of his 
time in London, where he found the books he needed Mid the 
friends whose company he enjoyed. Aubrey’s list of them 
includes some distinguished names — Selden, Harvey, Petty, 
Towlev Waller, Davenant, Samuel Cooper, the artist, whose 
portrak of Hobbes, described by Aubrey as one of his best, 
was later bought by Charles II and hung in his closet at 
Whitehall Yet he was not pleased with the situation, and 
the state of religion moved him to wrath. The preachers, he 
complains in his autobiography, were often seditious. There 
was no creed and no decalogue, and he hated extemporary 
prayers. For the first three months after his return he failed 
to discover a church in which to take communion. 

The first task was to finish his large book, De Cor pore * 
much of which was written at Paris between De Cive and 
Leviathan and which was published in 1655* The Dedicatory 
Epistle to the Earl of Devonshire explains that it was the first 
section of the Elements of Philosophy, though published after 
the third section on the state. For mathematicians it would 
be easy to understand, and most of it was new. The scientific 
studies of the Greeks had only been resumed in very recent 
times. Copernicus had founded astronomy. Galileo had 
opened the gate of natural philosophy by explaining the nature 
of motion. Harvey had discovered the circulation of the 
blood. Kepler, Gassendi, and Mersenne had lent their aid. 
Natural philosophy therefore was but young, though civil 
philosophy, which began with De Cive , was younger still. 
The Greeks were mere dabblers, and most of the Christian 
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theologians were no better. In his political writings he had 
reduced all power ecclesiastical and civil to the same sovereign 
authority. His present task was to lay the true foundations of 
natural philosophy and to drive away the ghost of metaphysics 
by letting in the light. The Dedicatory Epistle displays his 
eager interest in science and the high value he placed on his 
labours. “ I know already by experience how much greater 
thanks will be due than paid me for telling men the truth of 
what men are.” The brief Epistle to the Reader explains that 
his philosophy is the simple natural reason, which proceeds 
to clear up the confusions of thought. He is as cocksure and 
as superficial as Bacon himself. 

The book is divided into four parts. The first deals with 
logic, the definition of terms and the methods of reasoning. 
The second discusses what he calls the first grounds of philo- 
sophy, such as place and time, cause and effect, identity and 
difference. The third is devoted to geometry. The fourth 
reviews the phenomena of nature, astronomy, physics, the 
senses. He realizes that in this final section he is skating on 
thin ice and encourages others to do better if they can. All 
he asks is that their hypotheses shall be conceivable, and that 
they avoid such conceptions as occult qualities and other 
empty words of schoolmen. The system has been accurately 
described by Dilthey as atomistic materialism. Hobbes was 
convinced that nothing exists or can exist, nothing is known 
or ran ever be known, except bodies. All phenomena are to 
be explained by their motions. What seem to us mental 
activities and experiences are merely functions of the living 
body. Man is a composite system of physical particles, subject 
to the myriad influences of the external world operating 
through the medium of the senses. These external changes 
or motions set up internal reactions of the mind and the 
passions, according to the laws of our being, of which the 
instinct of self-preservation is the chief. In a word man is a 
marvellous piece of clockwork. Freedom of the will is an 
illusion, for causation is universal. Thus man fits into the 
larger framework of the natural world like a hand into the 


8 If the author of De Corpon had returned to life m the middle 
decades of the nineteenth century, the heyday of materialism 
and positivism, the intellectual climate would have suitedlum 
perfectly. The unification of knowledge in a single system 
was a noble conception, though it was far from new ; but it 
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was too ambitious even for so powerful a brain. His mathe- 
matics on which he prided himself, were as faulty as his 
science in which he realized his limitations. Lacking the 
sense of mystery, he was unaware that there are more thingsm 
heaven and earth than are dreamed of in his philosophy. The 
missine link in the system was partially supplied in 1658 in De 
Homine, a short and disappointing book dealing , with optics 
and in a very cursory form, with the faculties and passions of 
man. Since he was a mere amateur in the study of optics, and 
since the treatment of man is less detailed than in his earlier 

writings, De Homine need not detain us. 

Hobbes had been prepared for controversy about Leviathan 

but he was surprised by the number of replies to De Corpore. 
He describes his life at this time as fighting with the wild 
beasts of Ephesus, and he wrote to Sorbi&re that he had all 
the ecclesiastics against him. What annoyed his readers was 
not any heretical statement, for he was carefiil to avoid open 
offence, but the cold air which blew through his pages. His 
mathematics were equally open to attack. In the ensuing 
vears he crossed swords with two doughty gladiators. Bishop 
Bramhall, the philosophic theologian, and Dr. John Wallis, 

the Oxford Mathematician. 

The Bishop had fled to France after the battle of Matston 
Moor. In 1645 he and Hobbes discussed the problem of Free 
Will, which had been recently brought into renewed pro- 
minence by Arminius in one Church and Jansen in another. 
Bramhall, like many Anglicans, was an Arminian, while 
Hobbes found himself more in tune with the Calvinists. The 
Bishop wrote out his views and sent them to Newcastle, who 
had been present at the discussion and now invited Hobbes 
to reply. The result was an essay entitled Of Liberty and Neces- 
sity which the author desired to remain unprinted. He com- 
plains of the Bishop’s use of terms and his interpretation of 
scripture, and roundly declares that his denial of necessity 
“ destroyeth both the decrees and the prescience of God. 
With the Bishop’s rejoinder, which also remained private, the 
controversy ended for the time. Hobbes’s tract appeared 
without his knowledge in i6j 4> with an abusive preface against 
the clergy by another hand. He was deeply annoyed, and the 
Bishop, thinking that his old antagonist had approved the 
publication, was furious that his own contributions were 
withheld. He therefore published the three pieces in 16 jj, 
with a Dedication to Newcastle stating his grievance against 
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Hobbes. He denounces the blasphemous, desperate, and 
destructive opinion of fatal destiny, and adds that the principles 
of De Cive and Leviathan are pernicious both to piety and 
policy. Hobbes replied in 1656 in a substantial volume 
Questions Concerning Liberty , Necessity and Chance clearly stated 
and debated between Dr. Bramhall , Bishop of Deny and Thomas 
Hobbes. 

A gulf yawned between the disputants. The seventeenth 
century was the golden age of Anglo-Catholic theology. 
Calvinism had lost favour in the Established Church, which 
emphasized its continuity with the Middle Ages, including 
the Catholic doctrines of free will. “ What do the Arminians 
hold ? ” ran the current jest. “All the best preferments in 
England.” The Puritans, on the other hand, carried on the 
Protestant tradition of justification by faith alone. Hobbes 
felt himself in good company. “All the famous doctors of the 
Reformed Church,” he declared, “ and with them St. Augustine, 
are of the same opinion.” What the theologians argued on 
philosophical lines he attempted to prove by psychology. 
The difference in method between the antagonists was as 
great as the differences in belief. Bramhall was trained in the 
scholasticism which Hobbes scorned as a game of meaningless 
terms, and Hobbes was dominated by the new scientific spirit 
of which the Bishop knew nothing. They agreed that men 
were free to do as they will, declared the preface, and both 
accepted the authority of scripture. “ But one is a learned 
School divine, the other a man that doth not much admire 
that kind of learning.” 

Hobbes indicated his position in a sentence. “ The one 
(himself) holdeth that it is not in a man’s power now to choose 
the will he shall have anon ; that chance produceth nothing ; 
that all events and actions have their necessary causes ; that 
the will of God makes the necessity of all things. Science 
taught the great lesson of cause and effect, and he believed 
that scientific methods could and should be rigorously applied 
in every field. The doctrine of free will, as he understood it, 
meant the intrusion of an arbitrary element into human con 
duct, breaking the chain of causation, physical and psycho- 
logical. Man is governed by passions, appetites, and aversions, 
which in their interaction constitute his will. What we call 
choice is merely the result of our instinct to secure pleasure 
and avoid pain. The only real freedom of the will is the 
absence of external necessitation, that is of conditions w c 
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of out being. The Bishop, 
^ — iC If TTFQC Ct soint in men s 


nt us from following the nw 

tnpbto. personifies AewUi 


bellies. Moreover, ne «>«fas«l g Kjecte d. Motives work 

with mechanical regularity,!! volume closes with 

by a change of external comb«°“- ttics . According 

a brief summary of the p , :n ^ his own present 

to Hobbes, “to changed the 

operation of external causes. ... * 7 - Q £ g oc j ; and con- 

providence, good pleasure many events contingent 

^ w« noMh“of ^ conflict L in it, 8 *e Bishop 
pubhshed CasHgOms .f HMeS 

"a juggler and nm^bank^My cam^toMk nonce 

Lk pMiihti ’ by Dr. Bramhau\ one of his rnost trlgotous 
efforts The Bishop, he declares, had picked out various 
passages and described them as atheism, and he compkuns 
bitterly of “ that hoary slander on his rehgion. I beUeve 
in the omnipotence of God. I cannot conceive nor com- 
prehend either the divine substance or the way of its opera- 
tion.” It was a brisk controversy, each of the disputants 

making and missing a good many points. . 

In the wrestling match with Bramhall Hobbes felt sure of 

his ground, but in the equally prolonged controversy with 
the Oxford scientists he is seen at his worst, leviathan de- 
nounced the universities as hot-beds of obscurantism and 
sedition, but Oxford had changed in the half-century since 
his undergraduate days. In 1619 Sir Henry Savile had founded 
chairs of geometry and astronomy, and when Hobbes was 
writing they were held by competent scholars. The young 
men who were shortly to found the Royal Society, largely 
recruited from Oxford, were as eager to study the natural 
sciences as hims elf, and they had far better qualifications. 

De Corpore gave his academic critics their chance, Seth 
Ward, Professor of Astronomy, replying to the philosophical 
sections, John Wallis, the Professor of Geometry, trampling 
his geometry under foot. Hobbes made a few revisions in 
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the English edition of De Corpore which was about to appear, 
but he hit back in an appendix, Six Lessons on the Principles of 
Geometry to the Professors of Mathematics at Oxford. “ Your 
objections to my geometry are only errors of your own,” he 
cried. He proceeded to reiterate his statements and attack 
those of Wallis. The sixth letter, the only one of interest 
to-day, rebutted the charges that he had injured the Universities 
and was an enemy of religion. “ Do you think I can be an 
atheist and not know it ? ” Wallis replied, and the battle de- 
generated into an exchange of scurrilities. After the Restora- 
tion Hobbes reminded his opponent of his political record, 
and Wallis rejoined that Hobbes had written Leviathan in 
support of the Protector and deserted his royal master in 
distress. Here he exposed himself to a vigorous counter- 
attack in 1662. In Considerations on the Reputation, Loyalty , 
Manners and Religion of Thomas Hobbes , the old philosopher 
claimed to have been perfectly loyal throughout. He had 
fled to Paris because his life seemed to be in danger. He had 
taught the young King mathematics, but he had never called 
himself his tutor. It was Wallis who had actively supported 
the King’s ene.mies. The pugnacious veteran continued to 
fire broadsides into his enemy, who invariably replied. His 
Decameron Physiologicum , a series of dialogues on scientific 
questions, was published at the age of niilety. To the end 
he maintained his paradox of the squaring of the circle. The 
feud with Wallis had lasted a quarter of the century. It was 
a blow to him that he never became a member of the Royal 
Society, but his exclusion is intelligible. 

In the spring of 1660 a letter from the faithful Aubrey 
summoned Hobbes from Derbyshire to London so that he 
might greet his master on his return, and perhaps renew 
acquaintances in Cooper’s studio, which the King, a lover of 
painting, was certain to visit. A day or two after his trium- 
phant entry into the capital, as the King drove along the 
Strand, he saw Hobbes standing at the gate of his patron s 
house, took off his hat, and asked him how he was. A week 
later they met at Cooper’s studio, where the King was sitting 
for his portrait. “ Here His Majesty’s favours were redin- 
tegrated to him,” records Aubrey, “ and order was given that 
he should have free access to His Majesty, who always 
much delighted in his wit and smart repartees. The wits at 
Court were wont to bait him, but he feared none of them an 
would make his part good.” Charles used to greet him with 
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the words : “Here comes the bear to be baited. The royal 
fevour took welcome shape in a pension of £100, though it 
was not always fully or punctually paid. After die King s 
return ” records Clarendon in disgust, he came frequently 
to the’ Court, where he had too many disciples, and he once 
Tmited me.” The omnipotent Minister could not forgive him 
Ss absolutism and his scepticism, but men of less austerity 
enioved the company of one who, in Aubrey’s words, was 
“ marvellous happy and ready in his replies.” If Clarendon 
was an open enemy, Arlington was a powerful friend. A 
small volume entitled Seven Philosophical Problems with an Apology 
for Himself and His Writings , published in 1662, and discussing 
gravity, the tides, heat, wind, &c., was dedicated to the King. 
The Preface declared Charles H to be acquainted with all 
the experiments of the time, and whose approbation will 
protect my reasoning from the contempt of my adversaries. 
The Bishop of Durham, he added, who had visited him at 
St. Germain when he was ill, could testify to his religion. 

The honeymoon phase of the Restoration was soon oyer, 
and with the flowing tide of clerical reaction his position 
became insecure for the third time. Every good Royalist was 
expected to be an ardent Anglican and an enemy of the 
Nonconformists. When the Plague and the Great Fire rattled 
the nerves of the public, a Bill was passed to collect informa- 
tion on books relating to atheism and profaneness, in particular 
a book by White, a Catholic priest, and leviathan. It was 
referred to a Select Committee of the Lords, but no action 
was taken. The old man was thoroughly scared, and, accord- 
ing to Aubrey, burned some of his papers. He studied the 
state of the law relating to heresy, and argued in a lengthy 
dissertation, published after his death, that since the abolition 
of the High Commission there was no court by which he 
could be tried. Arlington kept his enemies at bay, and the 
King could always be relied on in case of need, though he 
uttered a friendly warning not to provoke further strife. His 
fears led to modifications in the Latin edition of Leviathan, 
published in 1668. How he was hated in Royalist and High 
Church Oxford appeared when the celebrated Dr. Fell, Dean 
of Christ Church, denounced him as “ irritabile illud et 
vanissimum Malmesburiense animal.” 


In his vigorous old age Hobbes translated Homer into verse, 
and wrote his last important book, Behemoth , or a Dialogue on 
the Civil Wars. The Dedication to Arlington announces its 
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practical purpose. “ There can be nothing more instructive 
towards loyalty and justice than the memory of that war. 
Your Lordship may do with it what you please. I petition 
not to have it published.” This was a pose, for he presented 
a copy to the King, and a few days later asked permission to 
print it. Charles heard him graciously but flatly refused. 
Garbled editions appeared, and in 1682, after the author’s 
death, the first authentic text was published. Since no book 
was more in demand at all the booksellers, declared the 


publisher in the preface, he owed it both to the author and to 
the public to provide a true version. A still better edition, 
restoring omitted passages, was published in 1889 by Tonnies, 
who found the original in St. John’s College, Oxford. 

The first and most interesting of the four dialogues presents 
the background of the civil war seen through the spectacles 
of an impenitent absolutist. Charles I, we are told, lacked no 
virtue of body or mind and merely tried to do his duty. He 
was confronted by all kinds of injustice and folly. The people 
were corrupted, and disobedient persons were esteemed the 
best patriots. They were seduced by Presbyterian Ministers, 
Papists, Independents, Anabaptists, Fifth Monarchy men, 
Quakers, Adamites, and other sects whose names and doctrines 
he could not remember. “ These were the enemies which 
arose against His Majesty from the private interpretation of 
the Scriptures.” Others had been led astray by the cult of 
liberty in the classics. The City of London and other great 
trading centres envied the prosperity of the Low Countries 
jftgj their revolt against Spain and wished to copy their 
example. Wasters and unemployed swelled the ranks of 
discontent. At the end of his list Hobbes goes to the root of 
the trouble as he saw it. “ The people in general were so 
ignorant of their duty that not one perhaps of ten thousand 
knew what right any man had to command him, or what 
necessity there was of King or Commonwealth for w c e 
was to part with his money against his will. That some of 
the King’s opponents may have thought deeply about such 
matters and have reached conclusions differing from his own 
does not enter his head. The whole presentation of the 
constitutional struggle is even more superficiai and unima- 
ginative than that of Clarendon himself. He has no use fo 
Parliament either as an organ of government or a sc : .00 > 
political education. The principle of representation on which 

our liberties have been built up leaves him cold. 
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Should depend on others for the means of performing lusttw 
If he is thus dependent they are his sovereign, not he theirs. 
Ordinary citizens are quite unfit to rule. Many could not 

read ; many could only learn their duty from *®. P P » 
unhappily it was thence that they learned their disobedience. 
The preachers in turn were corrupted by the universities, 
which played the part of the wooden horse in the siege 
Troy. He despaired of any lasting peace till they directed 
their studies to the teaching of absolute obedience to the laws 
and the public edicts of the King ; for the King s laws were 

the laws of God. . 

After this tendencious prologue he summarizes, the story 

of the twenty years strife in the same scolding vein. There 

are no greater vices, follies and crimes than those of the 

majority of the Long Parliament. What greater crime could 

there be than killing God’s anointed? The lawyers were 

blind to the fact that the laws were made by the King, not for 

his own advantage, but to oblige his subjects to peace and 

justice. “All men are fools who pull down anything which 

does them good before they have set up something better in 

its place.” The continual changes of regime excite measureless 

contempt. Cromwell’s method, he observes, was to get the 

supreme power conferred on him by Parliament. “ Therefore 

he called a Parliament and gave it the supreme power, to the 

end that they should give it to him again. Was not this witty?” 

Yet he prefers the Protector to the Rump, the expulsion of 

which, he declares, was more applauded by the people than 

any of his victories. All the Parliaments since die reien of 
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Elizabeth had been the same, and their temper would never 
change so long as, Presbyterians and democrats influenced the 
elections. He writes as if the constitutional struggle had no 
deeper causes and as if civil war had changed nothing. Happily 
for England the scene outside the palace of Whitehall was 
unforgotten by the King and his subjects alike. 

The attack on the constitutional lawyers, above all on the 
learned Coke, who opposed the prerogative of the first two 
Stuarts, was developed in the shorter and much less interes ting 
Dialogue of the Common Laws, written about the same time as 
Behemoth. Hobbes attempts to prove by historical illustrations 
that the King is the supreme judge and the sole legislator, and 
that he cannot be controlled by his subjects. Once again he 
declares that it is not wisdom but authority which makes a 


law, and old laws have no validity without the approval and 
support of the reigning sovereign. Of the law of nature he 
will hear nothing ; owing to its vagueness it could be inter- 
preted by everyone in his own way, and a conflict would arise 
between natural and positive law. The cult of precedents 
sacrifices the present to the past. The King cannot perform 
his task of keeping order without an army. If Parliament 
grants the necessary funds, well and good. If not, or if it is 
not in session, the King must act. “ There is no nation in the 
world where he or they that have the sovereignty do not take 
what money they please for the defence of those respective 
nations when they think it necessary for their safety.” This 
was contested by the Long Parliament because it designed to 
depose the King. The largest sums were levied by the national 
heroes, Edward HI and Henry V. If a favourite was occasion- 
ally enriched, the kingdom did not feel it and the money was 
spent at home. “ To think that our condition being human 
should be subject to no incommodity were injuriously to 
quarrel with Almighty God for our own faults.” 

Hobbes died in 1 679 at the age of ninety-one, writing and 
fighting to the last. Cowley saluted him in a famous ode as 
“ the great Columbus of the golden lands of new philosophies, 
and that is how he pictured himself. His attempt to base 
political and ethical doctrines on the observable facts at 
human nature opened a new era in English thoug ; t, 
was the father of modern materialism. No English thinker 
of the first class is such a revolutionary figure, and no EngUsn 

writer before Darwin was so bitterly attacked. His 

cHr»Y» rl the nublic mind to its depths, and his in 
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Hobbes’s philosophical teaching is of significance chiefly as 
the key to the theory of the state which keeps his name alive. 
Leviathan was burned at Oxford in 1685, but it proved im- 
possible to put out the flame. Every serious pitied thinker 
during the last three centuries has grappled with the father ot 
modem political thinking. Harrington was a critical admirer; 
Spinoza and Puffendorf, while rejecting his absolutism, were 
saturated with his ideas. The most powerful refutation came 
from Locke, who asserted that individuals and communities 
could never give away all their rights and proclaimed the merits 
of constitutional monarchy. Leading thinkers of the eigh- 
teenth century were particularly severe. Hobbes’s politics, 
declared the Tory Hume, were fitted only to promote tyranny 
and his ethics to encourage licentiousness. The radical 
Rousseau vindicated the virtues of primitive man. Montes- 
quieu applied the conception of relativity to political institutions, 
and urged the separation of powers as the secret of ordered 
liberty. The cos Del of the fundamental Rights of Man. which 
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inspired the American revolt and the French Revolution 
revived the doctrine against which Hobbes had fought. The 
fruitful conception of organic growth came in with Justus 
Moser and Herder, Turgot and Burke. Hegel, the most im- 
pressive champion of the state since Hobbes, rejected the 
contract theory as detrimental to its authority and prestige. 

His fame, which had sunk very low by the opening of the 
nineteenth century, was revived by the Philosophic Radicals 
with James Mill at their head. Austin’s gospel that law is the 
command of a superior, and that no law can be recognized 
which is not enforceable by punishment, is pure Hobbes. 
More important than Austin’s lectures was the sumptuous 
edition of the collected works in sixteen volumes by Sir William 
Molesworth, who spent £6,000 on the enterprise, suggested 
by Grote, a hundred years ago. During the latter half of the 
nineteenth century and the opening decades of the twentieth 
interest in the man and his work steadily increased. Croom 


Robertson produoed the first authoritative study with the aid 
of the Chatsworth papers. Tonnies wrote the best of the many 
excellent monographs in foreign tongues. Leslie Stephen 
gave him his place in English Men of betters. In 1934 Professor 
John Laird contributed a laudatory volume to the Leaders of 
Philosophy , edited by die late Professor Stocks, hailing him as 
the first philosophical circumnavigator of die new intellectual 
globe. In 1936 Leo Strauss gave us an incisive study of the 
basis and genesis of the political philosophy. The foundation 
of the Hobbes Society by Baron Cay von Brockdorff, and the 
international celebration at Kiel in 1938 of die 350th anni- 
versary of his birth, set the seal on his European fame. 

History no less than scholarship keeps Hobbes alive. The 
rise of dictatorships after the World War brought the totali- 
tarian faith back into fashion over half the Continent. Musso- 
lini’s famous article on Fascism in die Italian Encyclopedia, 
with its attack on nineteenth-century Liberalism as die 
anaemic child of the illusion of perfectability, is unadulterated 
Hobbes. Hobbes was the foe of the idealism, the individual- 
ism, and the method of compromise which have given Western 
civilization its colour and shape. Till recendy we assumed 
that it was founded on a rock, and in the long run die op 
mists may be right. But the Europe of 1940 is as much the. 

Ms hat 8 into the ring. The old conflict between the flowering 
of personality and the iron rod of the state has flamed p 
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